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Bullying has graduated from high school to college and occurs in higher 
education. The proliferation of electronic technology has provided a new forum for 
bullies to harm victims. That is, bullies transmit harmful text messages, photos or 
video over the Internet and other digital communication devices to victims. This 
malpractice of technology oriented phenomenon known as cyberbullying has become 
a social problem. College students who have been cyberbullied have committed 
suicide, dropped out or endured torment while in school. However, limited research 
exists on cyberbullying in higher education. The purpose of this research was to 
examine cyberbullying in the context of higher education to reveal the characteristics, 
prevalence, and impact of cyberbullying on college students at an urban research 
university in the South. The study was based on a questionnaire of undergraduate 
college students between the ages of 18 and 24. Of the 140 participants who 
responded to the questionnaire, 12% were cyberbullied, 6% were not sure whether 
they had been cyberbullied, and 82% had not been cyberbullied. Frequent forms of 
cyberbullying involved looking at cell phones, reading emails, gossiping online, 
making fun of others online, and calling people mean names online. Methods most 
used to cyberbully were Facebook, Twitter, cellphone, and texting. Cyberbullying 
most likely occurred based on one’s sexual orientation and race. Victims indicated 





of college because of cyberbullying or it made it harder for them to concentrate on 
their studies.  
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According to Misawa (2010), bullying is a social problem. In fact at least 20% 
of high school students in the United States in 2011 reported being bullied 
(stopbullying.gov, 2013). Students who have been bullied have experienced physical 
and psychological distress including depression, low self-esteem, poor grades, poor 
health, substance abuse, withdrawal from school, suicidal ideation, self-injury, suicide 
attempts, and suicide (Schneider, O’Donnell, Stueve, & Coulter, 2012). Bullying has 
been defined as the “[r]epeated intimidation, over time, of a physical, verbal, and 
psychological nature of a less powerful person by a more powerful person or group of 
persons” (Slee, 1996, p. 64). Bullying has occurred in elementary, middle, and high 
school and higher education and has caused individuals to be uncomfortable in the 
school environment, suffer from anxiety and depression, and ultimately some 
individuals have quit their job or committed suicide to avoid being bullied (Misawa, 
2010; Namie & Namie, 2009).  
While physical bullying appears to continue, the proliferation of the use of 
computers, the Internet and mobile technology has provided additional mechanisms 
for bullies to reach victims (Walker, Sockman, & Koehn, 2011). Mobile technologies 
such as wireless telephones, tablet devices and personal computers accessing the 
Internet and/or communications systems, such as Wi-fi networks, provides the bully 
with the ability to contact the victim without having a face-to-face encounter. This 
phenomenon is referred to as cyberbullying (Patchin & Hinduja, 2010). 





[false] images using the Internet or other digital communication devices” (p. 2004) to 
harm a victim (MacDonald & Roberts-Pittman, 2010).  
Three incidents underscore the need for an examination of cyberbullying in 
higher education. The first incident involved a student at Duke University. In May 
2010, this student developed a fake senior thesis as a PowerPoint presentation that 
described her sexual exploits with thirteen male students at Duke University. In her 
presentation she utilized each student’s real name and picture. The student emailed 
the thesis to three people she considered close friends. The thesis was forwarded to 
others undoubtedly due to the salacious nature of the thesis (Seelye & Roberts, 2010). 
Eventually the thesis ended up in the public domain on the blog Deadspin.com, 
YouTube, and other social media sites much to the embarrassment of the males and 
spurn of the student (Hill, 2010).  
Another incident involved Tyler Clementi, a Rutgers University student. On 
September 19, 2011, Clementi requested use of his dorm room for a visit with a male 
guest. Clementi’s roommate set up his computer webcam so that he could use the 
Internet to view Clementi’s activities from another student’s room across the hall. 
This information was shared on Twitter for others to join in and view a streaming 
video of the activity occurring in the dorm room. Clementi was viewed being with 
another man. On September 21, 2011, Clementi again asked his roommate for use of 
the room. The roommate again set up his computer webcam and viewed Clementi 
from another room. Clementi learned that he had been watched. On September 22, 
2011, Clementi jumped off the George Washington Bridge in New York City killing 





Cyberbullying may also involve providing false information to harm a victim. 
One way cyberbullies provide false information to harm a victim is by creating a false 
identity or pretending to be someone that they are not using the Internet. This method 
of cyberbullying has been referred to as catfishing (Carmanica, 2013). Catfishing may 
be implemented by creating a false identity on Facebook to trap victims.  
A recent example of catfishing involved Notre Dame football player and 
Heisman Trophy finalist Manti Te’o. Te’o purportedly had an approximately three 
year online relationship with a woman he later admitted he never met. They 
communicated via social media and telephone. On January 17, 2013, it was revealed 
that the woman Te’o was having an online relationship with did not exist. The woman 
named Lennay Kekua was a fabrication created by a male, Ronaniah Tuiasosopo. 
Te’o admitted to the university that in December 2012 he learned that Kekua did not 
exist and found out that Tuiasosopo was behind the scam. The university was forced 
to make a statement about the incident and indicated that they supported Te’o (Eder, 
2013). Te’o continued to face questions about this incident as he attempted to launch 
his professional football career. These three incidents underscore the importance of 
institutions of higher education in contemporary society knowing about bullying and 
cyberbullying and the impact of cyberbullying on higher education students.  
Research on bullying in a K-12 environment may provide insight into bullying 
and cyberbullying in higher education because 37% of undergraduate participants in a 
recent survey indicated that they were bullied in high school and/or junior high school 
and those same individuals continued to be victimized at institutions of higher 





as a problematic behavior among adolescents, affecting school achievement, 
prosocial skills, and psychological well-being for both victims and perpetrators” 
(Wang, Iannotti, & Nansel, 2009, p. 368). Wang et al. (2009) studied bullying 
behavior and measured physical, verbal, relational and cyber forms of bullying from 
data of 7,182 children in grades 6-10 who anonymously self-reported on 
questionnaires distributed in their classrooms. The questions related to physical, 
verbal and relational bullying were based on the revised Olweus Bully/Victim 
Questionnaire (OBVQ) (Olweus, 1993, 1995).  
The OBVQ is one aspect of a bullying prevention program. The OBVQ was 
developed by Dr. Dan Olweus of Norway in the 1980’s. The OBVQ is a 
questionnaire that can be administered to school children from third to twelfth grades 
(violencepreventionworks.org, 2013). The OBVQ includes 40 questions that ask 
students about their exposure to bullying, types of bullying such as physical, verbal, 
sexual or racial bullying or harassment, where bullying takes place and the student’s 
attitude towards bullying (violencepreventionworks.org, 2013). Physical bullying 
included hitting, kicking, pushing or locking indoors; verbal bullying included being 
called mean names, being teased in a hurtful way or being made fun of because of 
race, color, or religion; relational bullying included social isolation, being excluded 
from a group, or spreading rumors; and cyberbullying included being bullied using a 
computer, email, pictures or via cell phone (Wang et al., 2009). The results indicated 
that over the last two months of the study, 20.8% of the children were physically 
bullied, 53.6% were verbally bullied, 51.4% were socially bullied, and 13.6% were 





physical and verbal bullying and girls were more involved in relational bullying. This 
study indicated that boys were more likely to be cyber bullies and girls were more 
likely to be cyber victims. While specific percentages were not provided, the authors 
indicated that their results reflected that African American children were more 
involved in bullying penetration such as physical, verbal and cyber bullying and less 
involved in verbal or relational victimization where relational bullying involved 
social exclusion and spreading rumors (Wang et al., 2009). 
Scholars have focused on bullying and victimization that historically occurred 
in a K-12 school setting where the victim often knew the bully and they found 
themselves involved in a verbal or physical confrontation (Wang et al., 2009). While 
distressing, this encounter provided the victim an opportunity to confront the bully, to 
stand up for him or herself, take evasive measures or defeat the bully. Cyberbullying 
does not provide the victim with the same opportunities to confront the bully face-to-
face because often cyberbullies hide behind the cover of anonymity (Menesini, 
Nocentini, & Calussi, 2011). For example, cyberbullies may send insults, rude text 
messages, or photos and videos such that the victim is unable to identify the sender of 
the message (Menesini et al., 2011). 
“The emerging literature on research with children and adolescents indicates 
that cyberbullying is a serious and escalating concern at a global level” (Privitera & 
Campbell, 2009, p. 396). Bullying can impact the victim’s self-esteem and academic 
performance (Patchin & Hinduja, 2010). Patchin and Hinduja (2010) defined self-
esteem as “one’s belief as to his or her personal value and affected by one’s 





lower self-esteem than individuals who have not been victims of cyberbullying 
(Patchin & Hinduja, 2010). A student’s academic performance may be impacted by 
cyberbullying causing poor academic performance, behavioral problems such as 
absenteeism, criminal behavior and may lead to health problems among students 
(Patchin & Hinduja, 2010). Patchin and Hinduja (2010) determined that there was a 
relationship between cyberbullying and self-esteem which is a key construct in 
academic performance, deterring criminal behavior and other factors associated with 
adolescent development.  
A survey of 1,963 middle school students found that cyberbullying victims 
and offenders both have a significantly lower self-esteem than those who have not 
been cyberbullying victims or offenders (Patchin & Hinduja, 2010). Males, non-
Whites and older middle school students had lower levels of self-esteem than their 
peers. Patchin and Hinduja (2010) suggested that bullying prevention programs 
should be expanded to include information on cyberbullying and educators should 
intervene in cyberbullying incidents so that cyberbullying does not impact students’ 
self-esteem and school success.  
The growth in technology, the reduction in face-to-face encounters and more 
interactions using technology such as computers and mobile devices has contributed 
to the increase in the use of social networking, such as Facebook and Twitter, as 
another way to communicate and connect with others without having a face-to-face 
encounter. The use of electronic media has provided a new environment for people to 
misuse the technology to bully others (Manuel, 2011). Bullies have also evolved as 





mobile telephone, tablet devices and services such as Skype, text messaging, Twitter 
and Facebook to pursue their victims anonymously, anywhere, and at all times 
(Patchin & Hinduja, 2010; Walker et al., 2011). Social media is evolving into another 
mechanism for communicating and reaching individuals that appears to be popular 
among students (Ivester, 2011). As this use continues to expand the potential exists 
for the expansion of cyberbullying on higher education campuses.  
In a survey of college students at a mid-western university by Walker et al. 
(2011), 54% of the students indicated that they knew someone who had been 
cyberbullied and had received undesirable and obsessive communication through 
computers or other electronic means. Education and awareness of the problem of 
cyberbullying in college is needed (Englander, Mills, & McCoy, 2009). Policies and 
procedures against harassment, cyberbullying and bullying are needed but may not be 
in place at many institutions of higher education. 
Li (2007) theorized that cyberbullying was predicated on traditional bullying 
and examined the growing problem of the use of electronic communications to bully 
others in school. In the Li study, 30% of the victims were cyber victims, 20% had 
cyber harassed others, and more than 50% of the respondents indicated that they 
knew someone being cyberbullied. The research indicated that the unique 
characteristics of cyberbullying included anonymity, lack of knowledge by adults of 
the cyberbullying, and bystanders or victims choosing to keep quiet about the 
cyberbullying or encouraging the bullies. Predictors of cyberbullying included 





In the context of cyberbullying bystanders may present as “online lurking” 
(Pempek, Yermolayeva, & Calvert, 2009, p. 235). Online lurking involves reading 
and/or viewing information posted on social media websites without interacting with 
the websites. Online lurkers do not actively interact with social media, i.e., post 
information, yet they remain involved with social media by looking to see what others 
were up to.  
Researchers have uncovered that bullying has become not just a childhood 
behavior but in some cases continues into higher education and perhaps for life 
(Misawa, 2011). While researchers have focused on K-12 cyberbullying due to deaths 
of K-12 students, preliminary research indicates that bullying continues from 
elementary school to high school to college (Chapell et al., 2006). In addition 
research indicates that bullying continues not only at institutions of higher education 
but also into adulthood and the workplace (Adams & Lawrence, 2011; Misawa, 2011; 
Simpson & Cohen, 2004). “Bullying in adulthood has reached an epidemic in 
American workplaces”  (p. 8) with one in four adults experiencing bullying at work 
(Misawa, 2010). As a result, for many bullying becomes a life-long challenge 
(Misawa, 2010).  
Statement of the Problem 
Cyberbullying does not end after high school and recent incidents reflect that 
it continues at institutions of higher education. The expansion of the use of electronic 
technology provides an environment for bullies to exploit victims using technologies 
such as computers, the Internet and mobile telephones to target victims (Manuel, 





a same sex partner by other students over the Internet and other incidents such as a 
university student falling prey to an Internet dating hoax has garnered the attention of 
university officials and the media (Barrett, Karasov, & O'Rourke, 2012; Hill, 2010; 
Watkins, 2013). Unlike K-12 schools that have been dealing with bullying and 
cyberbullying for many years, institutions of higher education are just beginning to 
understand bullying and cyberbullying and the potential negative impact on the 
university community. Yet, while college students have been tragically impacted by 
cyberbullying (e.g., committing suicide), the research on cyberbullying in higher 
education is less prolific than research regarding cyberbullying in K-12 schools. Due 
to the tragic incidents and the growing problems of cyberbullying and use of 
electronic technology on college campuses, institutions are scrambling to understand 
the impact of cyberbullying on the digital native generation now in college.  
Purpose Statement 
 The purpose of this research was to examine cyberbullying in the context of 
higher education to reveal the characteristics, prevalence, and impact of cyberbullying 
on college students in higher education. In particular, this study focused on an urban 
research university located in the southern United States. 
Research Questions 
The Research Questions that guided the research were: 
1. What are the characteristics of cyberbullying among 
undergraduate college students at an urban research institution 





2. How prevalent is cyberbullying among undergraduate college 
students at an urban research institution of higher education?  
3. What is the impact of cyberbullying on undergraduate college 
students at an urban research institution of higher education?  
Significance of the Study 
 Cyberbullying is a growing problem. Much of the current research on 
cyberbullying focuses primarily on K-12 schools (Olweus, 2003; Wang, Iannotti, & 
Lux, 2012; Wang et al., 2009). The research on cyberbullying in higher education is 
more limited (MacDonald & Roberts-Pittman, 2010; Walker et al., 2011). This 
research adds to the existing literature regarding cyberbullying in higher education by 
examining the characteristics, prevalence, and impact of cyberbullying on college 
students in higher education. The data from this research informs higher education 
administrators and public safety officials regarding the characteristics, prevalence, 
and impact of cyberbullying so that they can develop policies and procedures that 
may deter cyberbullying on college campuses.  
Delimitations 
This study includes 140 participants from a sample of 3,000 undergraduate 
students from the population of approximately 17,000 undergraduate students located 
at a higher education institution in the southern United States and enrolled during the 
Fall 2013 semester. The time of the study was between November 2013 and 







Definition of Key Terms 
For the purposes of this research, terms used in this study have the following 
definitions. 
Bullies. An individual who exposes another individual to repeated negative 
actions (Olweus, 1995). 
Bullying. “Repeated intimidation, over time, of a physical, verbal, and 
psychological nature of a less powerful person by a more powerful person or group of 
persons” (Slee, 1996, p. 64).  
Bystanders. Observers of bullying and cyberbullying incidents (Keashly & 
Neuman, 2010). 
Cyberimmersion generation. Cyberimmersion generation refers to 
individuals born after 1980 who chose cyberbullying as their abuse method of choice 
(Englander et al., 2009). 
Cyberbullies. An individual who sends or posts “harmful or cruel text or 
[false] images using the Internet or other digital communication devices” 
(MacDonald & Roberts-Pittman, 2010, p. 2004). 
Cyberbullying.  “Sending or posting harmful or cruel text or [false] images 
using the Internet or other digital communication devices” (MacDonald & Roberts-
Pittman, 2010, p. 2004).  
Cyberharassment. Repeated computer based threats “that would cause a 
reasonable person to be concerned for his or her safety” (Melander, 2010, p. 263). 
Institutions of Higher Education. An educational institution that admits 





recognized in the state in which is it located to provide post-secondary education, 
grant bachelor’s degrees such as universities or colleges or provides for two-year 
degrees, such as community colleges, either for profit or not-for profit institution, and 
is accredited by an appropriate accrediting agency or association. Institutions of 
higher education may also include institutions that provide programs for not less than 
one year that prepare students for a profession (20 U.S.C. § 1001, 2008). 
Victim. Individual who is the target of bullying or cyberbullying incidents 
(Keashly & Neuman, 2010). 
Study Overview 
 The study utilized survey research methodology. A questionnaire was 
developed for this research to answer the Research Questions (see Appendix A). 
Institutional review board (IRB) approval (see Appendix B) was gained prior to 
engaging in contact with human subjects. Chapter 1 provided an introduction of this 
study of cyberbullying in higher education. The statement of the problem, purpose 
statement, Research Questions, significance of the study, delimitations and definition 
of terms were also presented. Chapter 2 provides a review of the relevant literature 
regarding cyberbullying, and the methodology of this study is presented in Chapter 3. 









The purpose of this research was to examine cyberbullying in the context of 
higher education to reveal the characteristics, prevalence, and impact of cyberbullying 
on college students at an urban research university in the South. The Research 
Questions that guided this study were: (1) What are the characteristics of 
cyberbullying among undergraduate students at an urban research institution of higher 
education? (2) How prevalent is cyberbullying among undergraduate students at an 
urban research institution of higher education? and (3) What is the impact of 
cyberbullying on undergraduate college students at an urban research institution of 
higher education? Bullying and cyberbullying in a K-12 environment has been 
studied for many years and provided insight into the phenomenon of cyberbullying in 
higher education. Thus, this second chapter of the dissertation provided a review of 
relevant literature on traditional bullying and cyberbullying, and the following areas 
were addressed: traditional face-to-face bullying in a K-12 school environment and 
higher education and cyberbullying in a K-12 school environment and higher 
education.  
Traditional Bullying: Face-to-Face 
Olweus (1993) discusses traditional bullying in a face-to-face environment 
and in a hypothetical bullying incident the bully threatens a smaller child by stealing 
his money, constantly teasing him or threatening to beat him up after school. The 
smaller child may worry all day about what may happen and contemplate alternatives 





or her outside after school. Bystanders may gather around and encourage a fight. The 
smaller child may escape a fight simply by showing up or having a sibling or friend 
stand in on their behalf, but often the child must fight or try to escape the bully. 
 This description of bullying reflects a traditional bullying incident that 
scholars have explored. Face-to-face bullying in this manner is often a show of power 
with the more powerful player taking advantage of the less powerful individual 
(Guerra, Williamson, & Sadek, 2012). However, bullying behavior takes many forms 
and may not always involve threats of physical harm (Privitera & Campbell, 2009). 
For example, bullying behavior has also been defined as “being shouted at, being 
humiliated, having opinions ignored, being excluded, repeated reminders of errors, 
intimidating behavior, excessive monitoring of work, and persistent criticism of work 
and effort” (Privitera & Campbell, 2009, p. 396). 
Bullying in K-12 School Environment  
Olweus (2003) analyzed the main causes of bullying in an attempt to learn 
about the origins of bullying problems in primary and secondary education. The 
Olweus Bullying Prevention Program (OBPP) was developed in 1983 and 
administered to students over a 20 period in Norway (Olweus, 2003). The program 
was based on four principles, which were “warmth, positive interest, and involvement 
from adults; firm limits on unacceptable behavior; consistent application of non-
punitive, nonphysical sanctions for unacceptable behavior or violations of rules; and 
adults who act as authorities and positive role models” (Olweus, 2003, p. 14), that 
may positively impact aggressive behavior. OBPP was delivered primarily in Norway 





Sweden, and Germany. Between 1983 and 1985, the first evaluation of OBPP 
involved 2,500 elementary and junior high school students in Norway and found a 
50% reduction in bully/victim problems associated with antisocial behavior at school, 
improvement in social climate and student satisfaction (Olweus, 1993). Between 1997 
and 1998, the second evaluation involved 3,200 students in Norway and showed 
improvements between 21-38%. The third evaluation performed in 1999-2000, 
included 2,300 students in Norway and found a 40% reduction in students indicating 
they had been bullied and a 50% reduction in students indicating that they had bullied 
others (Olweus, 2003).  
Austin, Reynolds, and Barnes (2012) studied school bullying in the United 
States and the steps school administrators can take to reduce school bullying. 
According to the researchers, 32% of middle and high school students were 
physically bullied and 59% were verbally bullied. Bullying has resulted in deaths and 
in response to those deaths at least 45 states have laws to address bullying or 
harassment in K-12 schools (Austin et al., 2012). They also suggest high student 
teacher ratio, high ratio of student poverty, large school and acceptance of retaliation 
contributes to school bullying (Austin et al., 2012). Austin et al. (2012) suggest that 
school-wide programs may positively impact these contributing factors if they are 
data driven and include plans to identify and address students’ role in bullying, 
including their role as bullies, victims, bystanders and non-participants. Further, the 
authors suggest that the General Strain Theory indicates that bullying and 
victimization are positively related to delinquency (Austin et al., 2012). As a result 





wide policies, parent outreach, direct intervention with students, and community 
resources to reduce bullying. 
Bullying in Higher Education 
 Bullying seems to have graduated from high school to college (Chapell et al., 
2006). According to Chapell et al. (2006) bullying and victimization continues from 
elementary school to high school to college, and bullying behavior may be modeled 
after bullying or authoritative behavior by parents or prior teachers. Bullying in the 
form of negative actions such as direct verbal attacks, physical attacks and indirect 
psychological methods occurred in college (Chapell et al., 2004). In a study of an 
institution comprising 8,151 undergraduate students, 1,025 undergraduates 
volunteered to participate in a study forming a convenience sample. The study 
determined that bullying was predicated on seeing other students bullying (Chapell et 
al., 2004). However, bullying was not predicated on having seen teachers bully 
students even though the findings indicated that 24% of students were bullied by 
teachers and the teachers abused their power (Chapell et al., 2004). Unlike other 
studies that showed that bullying peaked in middle school and declined in high 
school, this study bridged the gap from high school to workplace indicating that 
bullying continues in college (Chapell et al., 2004; Misawa, 2010). 
According to Adams and Lawrence (2011), those victims of bullying in high 
school continue to show the effects of being bullied in college. They examined 
whether victims of bullying in college had a history of having been bullied 
throughout their school years to determine whether the effects of bullying are long 





a Midwestern university and determined that 37% of participants, undergraduate 
students, had been bullied in high school and/or junior high school and those who 
were bullied in high school and/or junior high school continued to be victimized in 
college (Adams & Lawrence, 2011). 
Chapell et al. (2006) indicates that bullying victims may have negative mental 
health issues such as anxiety and depression and may carry weapons to school. The 
2001 School Crime Supplement to the National Crime Victimization Survey of 
3,494,000 as cited in Chapell et al. (2006), 12-18 year olds indicated that 3.7% of 
them who had been bullied took weapons such as guns, knives or other weapons to 
school. The researchers indicated that because bullying has been associated with 
negative mental health issues they recommended that college counselors consider 
bullying as a factor as they encounter anxious and depressed college students on 
campus (Chapell et al., 2006). 
Bullying of college students by faculty and coaches. Chapell et al. (2006) 
examined the types of bullying by teachers and coaches at a large eastern university. 
The study included a sample of 119 students who volunteered to participate in the 
study. The participants were administered a questionnaire based on the Olweus 
bullying/victimization questionnaire (Chapell et al., 2006). The results indicated that 
bullying was more prevalent in elementary and high school than college with 38.7% 
elementary students bullied at least once, 48.7% of high school students bullied at 
least once and 14.3% of college student being bullied at least once. However the 
researchers found a correlation between being bullied in elementary school and being 





of them were also bullied in high school and elementary school. The researchers 
found that there was a significant positive correlation between being a bully or victim 
in elementary school, high school, and college (Chapell et al., 2006). In addition, the 
study examined physical, verbal, and social bullying among the undergraduate 
students. The researchers found that verbal bullying was the most common form of 
bullying by teachers and coaches; however, two of the 119 respondents also indicated 
that coaches used physical bullying.  
Faculty experiences with bullying in higher education. Bullying and 
aggressive behavior occurs in the higher education workplace (Keashly & Neuman, 
2010; Misawa, 2010). Faculty and staff have experienced bullying from colleagues, 
administrators, and students (Lampman, Phelps, Bancroft, & Beneke, 2009; Simpson 
& Cohen, 2004).  Keashly and Neuman (2010) researched the nature, prevalence, and 
effects of faculty experiences with bullying and aggression in an academic 
environment and causes of aggression and bullying in academic settings. Their 
research indicated that academic environments are unique and the desired culture of 
academic freedom, autonomy, tenure, and collegiality creates an environment where 
individuals may freely speak their mind. As a result, hostilities may develop and 
bullying may thrive (Keashly & Neuman, 2010). Keashly and Neuman utilized 
theories of aggression and conflict as the theoretical framework. In the Keashly and 
Neuman study the faculty identified the bully as a colleague (63.4%) versus a 
superior (52.9%). Additionally, they found that bullying involving two or more 
actors, referred to as mobbing, was more upsetting to the faculty than bullying 





climate contributes to bullying if it is one that breeds bullying and hostility reflected 
by competitive, adversarial, highly politicized climates and leaders who do not 
tolerate nonconformity (Keashly & Neuman, 2010). These cultures are contrary to the 
espoused academic culture of collegiality and civility grounded in values of academic 
freedom and autonomy.  
Simpson and Cohen (2004) examined bullying within higher education and 
the differences in bullying by gender. The theoretical framework was that 
organizational and individual factors influence or inhibit bullying and harassment 
behavior in the workplace. The article defines bullying versus harassment tendencies. 
Bullying was defined as an abuse of power and harassment was defined as being 
oriented towards some personal characteristic of the victim (Simpson & Cohen, 
2004). However, the researchers acknowledged that the distinction between bullying 
and harassment was often blurred with a victim experiencing an abuse of power that 
is based on a personal characteristic such as gender. The study included a 
questionnaire completed by 378 staff at a university in the United Kingdom. The 
results indicated that 28.5% of the women experienced bullying and 19.8% of the 
men experienced bullying. In addition, 67.5% of the women witnessed bullying 
compared to 29.4% of the men. The researchers determined that there was a close link 
between bullying and power. They found that respondents were more likely to be 
bullied by someone in a higher hierarchical position than one in a peer relationship 
regardless of the gender of the victim (Simpson & Cohen, 2004).  
In another example of bullying in higher education, Tucker (2012) provided 





Europe. The central managers led faculty and administrative processes and used a 
hierarchical process to bully and drive out faculty members who they believed were 
incompetent, research active, foreigners or Jews. Tactics used to drive out faculty 
included methods used by totalitarian regimes such as minor violations of regulations, 
spying and telling on others, intimidation, and initiating conflict between faculty 
members. Tucker shared his first-hand experience of being bullied and forced to 
team-teach a class with a faculty member targeted by the central administration and 
then being asked to report on that faculty member. When he refused, another faculty 
member was appointed to co-teach the course and to spy on both the author and the 
targeted faculty member. This experience caused the author to return to his home 
country. The author (Tucker) later learned that the targeted faculty member and the 
central manager were both forced into early retirement. 
Racist and homophobic bullying in higher education was examined by 
Misawa (2010). According to Misawa, racist and homophobic bullying is bullying 
based on discrimination of individuals based on the intersection where “race and 
sexual orientation [are] brought together” (p. 27). The context for the research was 
Critical Race Theory, general forms of bullying and bullying based on race and 
sexuality. The method used to examine the research question was narratives of two 
gay men of color. The author presented two cases of racist homophobic bullying of 
two men who experienced homophobic bullying based on stereotypes and 
experienced negative and offensive words based on the stigmatization of 





  Contrapower Harassment shown as student incivility, sexual attention and 
bullying can be targeted towards faculty (Lampman et al., 2009). Contrapower 
Harassment is when a person with “lessor power within an institution harasses an 
individual with greater power” (Lampman et al., 2009, p. 331). An example of 
Contrapower Harassment is when a student makes sexual comments, shows undue 
sexual attention, or demonstrates suggestive body language toward a faculty member 
(Lampman et al., 2009).  
Another theory used in the research was Social Identity Theory. Social 
Identity Theory “suggests that an individual may engage in outgroup derogation when 
his or her social identity, competence, or value has been undermined or degraded, 
such derogation serves to reassert or defend one’s social status” (Lampman et al., 
2009, p. 333). An example is when a faculty member provides negative feedback to a 
student and the student feels that the faculty member is from a lower social class 
resulting in the student demonstrating bullying or incivility towards the faculty 
member. Lampman et al. surveyed 399 professors at the University of Alaska 
Anchorage. Ninety-six percent of the women and 99% of the men experienced at least 
one act of incivility defined as bullying. Twenty-six percent of the women and 37% 
of the men experienced offensive sexual behavior by a student. The results 
unexpectedly determined that faculty not eligible for tenure reported less incivility 
and bullying from students than tenure-track faculty. The researchers surmised that 
tenure-track faculty may have a more rigorous and demanding approach with students 
and may be more willing to handle controversial material. Further, tenure track 





performance and may spend more time in the classroom than tenured faculty or non-
tenure track faculty. The study also found that women faculty members were more 
troubled by Contrapower Harassment than men. Finally, the respondents were 
bothered more by hostile and aggressive behavior by students than unwanted sexual 
attention by students (Lampman et al., 2009). 
Staff and other administrators’ experiences with bullying. A 
multidimensional model of bullying and interviews was used to study bullying in the 
Australian nursing environment. The main model used examined was the Clegg 
“circuits of power” (p. 34) framework (Hutchinson, Vickers, Jackson, & Wilkes, 
2010). The Circuits of Power model indicates that when resistance to the flow of 
power is met, bullying becomes more visible in the organization. According to the 
Clegg model, as the bullied resisted, more power flowed through the circuit thereby 
increasing the response and pressure on the bullied (Hutchinson et al., 2010). For 
example, the bullies respond to overcome the resistance to power and ensure 
obedience by isolating the resisting victims. In the study of nurses the bullies formed 
an alliance and the nurses learned to “accept public humiliation, unfair workload 
allocation, demeaning work, or the daily obstruction of their work” (Hutchinson et al., 
2010, p. 36). In addition, through bullying the nurses learned what behavior was 
acceptable and how to conform their behavior to meet those expectations.   
Historical Perspective of Role of Technology in Cyberbullying  
Technological advances have changed the way people interact (Ivester, 2011). 
Mobile communications technology provides users the freedom to communicate from 





Properly equipped mobile telephones can be used to create, send, receive and view 
email and text messages, access the Internet, play games, play music, and take 
photographs, among other functions (Meyers, 2011). Social networking sites (“SNS”) 
utilize Web base applications and Internet technologies that include “user-driven 
content” (p. 492) that provide for interactivity with other users (Smith & Kidder, 
2010). The current SNS has its genesis in 1997 with website SixDegrees.com which 
involved creating profiles and lists of friends (Roblyer, McDaniel, Webb, Herman, & 
Witty, 2010).  
In 2012, popular SNS include Facebook, MySpace, LinkedIn, and Twitter. By 
some estimates, Facebook has 600 million users’ worldwide and annual revenues of 
approximately $2 billion (Feely & Gill, 2011). At one time MySpace was well 
utilized. MySpace is a social network site that provides users the opportunity to meet 
friends, share photographs, and share a written journal of activities and interests 
(Reuben, 2008). However, by 2008, the popularity of Facebook surpassed MySpace 
as the preferred social networking site for communicating with friends (Reuben, 
2008). Twitter became publicly available in 2006 and has an estimated 200 million 
users worldwide (Feely & Gill, 2011). YouTube began in 2005 and by May 2010 
approximately 2 billion users per day view information on YouTube (Feely & Gill, 
2011). Many college students use social media sites. College students surveyed from 
several universities in the Midwestern United States indicated 91% of them used 
Facebook (Pempek et al., 2009). Further, these students use Facebook daily and 





(Pempek et al., 2009). The use of technology has evolved from use for entertainment 
purposes to a use that includes sending harmful messages. 
Cyberbullying: K-12 School Environment 
Cyberbullying occurs in K-12 environment. In 2005, data was gathered 
regarding bullying and cyberbullying among children. Data was used from the Health 
Behavior in School-Aged Children (HBSC) 2005 survey that included 7,182 children 
in grades 6-10 (Wang et al., 2009). The research examined bullying at school with 
emphasis on cyberbullying and an examination of the variables of gender, age, race, 
social economic status, and the roles of parental support and number of friends. The 
results indicated that during a two month period in 2005, 20.8% of the students were 
physically bullied, 53.6% were verbally bullied, 51.4% were socially bullied and 
13.6% were bullied electronically at least once (Wang et al., 2009). Boys were more 
likely to be cyber bullies and girls were more likely to be cyber victims (Wang et al., 
2009). 
Cyberbullying has been a growing problem in elementary, middle and high 
school (Chapell et al., 2006). In the elementary and secondary school environment, 
cyberbullying has been examined from the perspective of the victim, bully, 
bystanders and school districts (Bowllan, 2011; Li, 2007). Li (2007) hypothesized 
that cyberbullying was predicated on traditional face-to-face bullying and surveyed 
264 Canadian middle schools students from Calgary and 197 Chinese seventh grade 
students from Changsha, China to test this theory. The results indicated that 
traditional bullying was a strong predictor of cyberbullying (Li, 2007). Thirty percent 





of the respondents indicated that they knew someone being cyberbullied. The unique 
characteristics of cyberbullying included anonymity, lack of knowledge by adults of 
the cyberbullying, and bystanders or victims choosing to keep quiet about the 
cyberbullying. 
Manuel (2011) reported on the recent trends of cyberbullying, the failure of 
current laws to protect victims and views on how to criminalize the act of 
cyberbullying. The author defined cyberbullying as “aggressive, intentional and 
repeated harmful acts, through electronic means of contact with an individual” 
(Manuel, 2011, p. 220). Further Manuel indicated that the behaviors by adolescents 
that comprise cyberbullying include derogatory insults, rumor spreading, posting of 
anonymous threats, passing judgment on others and carrying out harmful behavior 
using the Internet. The following factors were listed as contributing to cyberbullying 
crimes: scale, accessibility, anonymity, portability and transferability, global reach 
and absence of capable guardians (Manuel, 2011). According to the author, existing 
laws have not kept up with the changes in technology and currently there are limited 
ways for adolescents to bring legal action against cyberbullies (Manuel, 2011). 
Cyberbullying: Higher Education  
Englander et al. (2009) researched the frequency and nature of online 
interactions of college students including bullying and harassing behaviors. Their 
survey on bullying and cyberbullying included 283 undergraduate college students 
from Bridgewater State College, a public college in Southeastern Massachusetts. 
They found that 8% of respondents reported being cyberbullied via instant messaging 





et al., 2009). In this survey cyberbullies were slightly more likely to be male than 
female (Englander et al., 2009). Additionally, 50% of the college cyberbullies 
reported being victims in college. The reason given for cyberbullying in college 
included anger, as a joke, for revenge or for no reason at all (Englander et al., 2009).  
User generated content provided the ability for users to participate in destructive 
cyberbullying or cyberharrassment and allowed them to freely and widely 
disseminate confidential and personally damaging information regardless of the 
consequence of these actions (Englander et al., 2009).  
Examples of Cyberbullying in Higher Education. The problem of 
cyberbullying in a college setting continues to grow. In a 2010 study of 439 college 
students from a mid-sized Midwestern university, 38% of students reported knowing 
someone who had been cyberbullied, 22% reported having been cyberbullied and 
about 9% reported cyberbullying someone else (MacDonald & Roberts-Pittman, 
2010). The sources used to cyberbully include social networking sites (25%), text 
messages (21.2%), email messages (16.1%), instant messages (13.2%), writing in a 
chat room (9.9%) and posting on a website (6.8%) (MacDonald & Roberts-Pittman, 
2010). The growing problem of cyberbullying in higher education warrants additional 
study. 
Walker et al. (2011) studied 120 undergraduate students at a mid-western 
university who completed a 27-item survey. Fifty-four percent of the students 
indicated that they knew someone who had been cyberbullied (Walker et al., 2011). 
Cyberbullying via undesirable and obsessive communication through computers or 





excessively ‘needy’ or demanding messages (30%); pretending to be someone he or 
she wasn’t (34%); and ‘friending’ in order to obtain personal information (31%)” 
(Walker et al., 2011, p. 35). While over 30% of respondents indicated that they had 
received an undesirable and obsessive communication, only 11% indicated that they 
had been cyberbullied (Walker et al., 2011). The researchers surmised that these types 
of undesirable and obsessive communication might be considered accepted behaviors 
in an online social environment causing students to not consider them cyberbullying. 
The researchers referred to this as “legitimizing myths” (p. 36) by accepting this 
behavior (Walker et al., 2011). Legitimizing myths was defined as the ideologies 
shared by society that permits discrimination (Walker et al., 2011). Dominant groups 
may create ideologies of behavior or myths to discriminate and/or bully those 
believed to be less powerful (Walker et al., 2011). Legitimizing these myths of 
behaviors can support an environment where cyberbullying can flourish. According 
to the researchers technology allows the power struggle based on the legitimizing 
myths to thrive in the absence of an educator or other adult. The researchers 
determined it was important to understand cyberbullying since affordable technology 
could increase bullying which has been linked to school shootings and a focus on 
cyberbullying may provide insight on how to plan for the safety and welfare of 
college students (Walker et al., 2011). 
In the year between the publication of the MacDonald and Roberts-Pittman 
(2010) study and the Walker et al. (2011) study, undergraduate students reported a 
16% increase in knowing someone who had been cyberbullied. While the 





a rate of 11%, if you include the 30% who indicated that they had received 
undesirable or obsessive communication, cyberbullying rose 8% in one year. 
MacDonald and Roberts-Pittman (2010) focused on how cyberbullying happened 
such as via social network sites or text messages in contrast to Walker et al. (2011) 
that examined the types of cyberbullying including pretending to be someone you are 
not, sending excessively needy/demanding messages or tokens of affection or finding 
ways to obtain personal information. These studies demonstrate that cyberbullying 
occurs in college and is worth studying to further delineate the characteristics, 
prevalence, and impact of cyberbullying on undergraduate college students. 
Melander (2010) performed a study of intimate partner cyber harassment 
among college students. The theory used to guide the research was Johnson’s 
topology of intimate partner violence. Johnson’s topology explains four types of 
couple aggression: situational couple violence, intimate terrorism, mutual violent 
control and violent resistance (Melander, 2010). Melander held five focus group 
interviews with thirty-nine college students and found that technology made 
relationship conflict quick and easy and elevated private matters to public matters 
when electronics were used as the platform to engage in violent activity. Examples of 
cyber harassment included face-to-face arguments over information contained in 
electronic form, constantly sending a partner inbox messages, arguing with each other 
via electronic means such as social media or thoughtlessly sending or texting angry or 
bothersome messages to the other triggering aggressive messages in response to the 
sent messages (Melander, 2010). Additionally, Melander (2010) found that cyber 





occurs among intimate partners. However, the research could not determine whether 
theories that explain violence between partners such as Social Learning Theories 
apply to intimate aggression using electronic technologies. 
Social Dominance Theory can be used to understand the phenomenon of 
bullying (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). This theory divides groups into categories such as 
age, gender and arbitrary groups that have access to items of positive and negative 
social value. Walker et al. (2011) examined cyberbullying in higher education and the 
psychological needs of the cyberbully. They determined that students who engaged 
actions such as aggression defined as “engaging in behaviors which attack or hurt 
others” and succorance defined as “soliciting sympathy, affections and emotional 
support from others” (p. 32) were positive predictors of students likely to engage in 
cyberbullying (Walker et al., 2011). This study also found that students involved in 
interception defined as “engaging in attempts to understand one’s own behavior or the 
behavior of others” (p. 35) was a negative predictor of cyberbullying indicating those 
students were less likely to engage in cyberbullying (Walker et al., 2011).  
Cyberbullying of a college student resulted in the death of the college student 
(Barrett et al., 2012). After Rutgers student Tyler Clementi, a victim of cyberbullying 
committed suicide, New Jersey amended its state law by adding the Anti-Bullying 
Bill of Rights Act that requires public institutions in the state to maintain a policy that 
prohibits harassment, intimidation and/or bullying in the school’s code of conduct 
(Barrett et al., 2012). Finn (2004) indicated that 10-15% of undergraduates surveyed 
at the University of New Hampshire received emails or instant messages that 





reports that a recent study from Indiana State University indicates that 22% of college 
students reported being cyberbullied. Cyberbullying has been described as more 
devastating than traditional bullying because the harmful or false information shared 
online can be communicated to a wider audience and the sender of the information 
may be anonymous (Gilroy, 2013). Cyberbullying is a problem in higher education 
that cannot be ignored.  
Chapter Summary 
Bullying occurs in high school and higher education. This chapter reviewed 
the current literature regarding bullying and cyberbullying in a K-12 school 
environment and higher education. Current literature suggests that an abuse of power 
by bullies often accounts for the framework in which traditional bullying occurs. As 
suggested by the literature review, cyberbullying may rely less on an abuse of power 
and more on using technology such as the Internet or other digital communication 
devices to send harmful or false text, photos or video to a victim. Additionally, the 
literature regarding the evolution of technology and proliferation of electronic 
technology was reviewed and discussed as a new forum for bullies to bully victims. 
The existing literature that examines the characteristics and prevalence of 
cyberbullying in higher education is limited and this study adds to existing literature. 
The next chapter discusses the methodology this study used to research the 
characteristics, prevalence, and impact of cyberbullying on undergraduate college 









 The purpose of this research was to examine cyberbullying in the context of 
higher education to reveal the characteristics, prevalence, and impact of cyberbullying 
on college students at an urban research university in the South. An online 
questionnaire with 18 questions was administered to undergraduate college students 
to collect quantitative data (Merriam & Simpson, 2000). The survey research focused 
on answering the following Research Questions that guided the research: 
1. What are the characteristics of cyberbullying among undergraduate 
college students at an urban research institution of higher education? 
2. How prevalent is cyberbullying among undergraduate college students 
at an urban research institution of higher education?  
3. What is the impact of cyberbullying on undergraduate college students 
at an urban research institution of higher education? 
This third chapter provides the research methodology utilized in this study, and 
addressed the following areas: theoretical framework, research design, sample, 
research context, variables, data analysis, validity and reliability, research bias and 
assumptions, and study timeline. 
Theoretical Framework 
 Bandura (1971) introduced the concept of Social Learning Theory. Social 
Learning Theory suggests that individuals learn new behaviors by observing the 





Intrinsic reinforcement provides incentive and information to the individual that 
impacts the learning process of individual behavior (Bandura, 1971). Social Learning 
Theory involves the learner and an individual modeling a particular behavior and is 
effective when the learner is attentive to the modeler, retains the behavior, reproduces 
the behavior and is motivated to learn the new behavior (Bandura, 1971). Social 
Learning Theory has been used to explain how children learn and ways to change 
behavior, including aggressive, bullying or unwanted behavior in children since new 
behaviors learned may not ensure that the students model that learned behavior 
(Bandura, 1971).  
The Social Dominance Theory (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999) which evolved from 
the Social Learning Theory offers a framework for understanding cyberbullying. In 
Social Dominance Theory those who are more aggressive having higher rank, status 
or power victimize others perceived as having lower rank, status or power in order to 
maintain their social hierarchy within the group structure (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). 
Social Dominance Theory explains how social groups are classified by factors 
including age, power, gender, and an arbitrary-set of groups that have social 
distinctions relative to power (Walker et al., 2011). The dominant groups can create 
ideologies of behavior or myths using Social Dominance Theory to discriminate 
and/or bully those believed to be less powerful (Walker et al., 2011). Legitimizing 
these myths of behaviors can support an environment where cyberbullying can 
flourish. Social hierarchies in cyberbullying situations may not fit neatly within the 
Social Dominance Theory because individuals may create their own identities using 





group may present himself or herself as someone of a higher social status and use the 
Social Dominance Theory to cyberbully others they perceive have a lower social 
status (Bauman et al., 2013).  
An individual’s willingness to legitimize the myths to support or deny social 
hierarchies is measured by the individual’s Social Dominance Orientation (SDO) 
(Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). An individual’s Social Dominance Orientation is 
influenced by their experiences and environment including their educational level, 
personality traits, and gender (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). The individual’s level of 
Social Dominance Orientation may correlate to their willingness to cyberbully others 
that they perceive have less power or social status.  
Research Design 
Methodology is a strategy, process or plan behind the choice or use of 
methods in a research project (Crotty, 1998). Methodologies link the choice and use 
of methods to the desired outcomes (Glesne, 2011). As a road map to the research the 
choice of methodology provides guidance for the researcher from the beginning of the 
research to the end (Merriam, 2002). The choice of a specific methodology is based 
on the researchers’ assumptions about the world and what they view as valuable 
knowledge (Glesne, 2011).  
The methodology used in this study to examine cyberbullying among 
undergraduate college students at an urban research institution was survey research 
and the method used to gather data was an online questionnaire. Survey research 
provides a quantitative description of trends by studying a sample of the population 





students at the urban research university in the South in the United States, the 
researcher was able to generalize the characteristics, prevalence, and impact of 
cyberbullying on the population of college students at the university (Creswell, 2009). 
The questionnaire was chosen because it provided “numeric description of trends, 
attitudes, or opinions” (p, 12) of college students related to cyberbullying by studying 
a sample of undergraduate college students at an institution of higher education 
(Creswell, 2009). The survey research was the preferred method of data collection 
because it was used to gather information to learn about the population, and it was an 
economical method for data collection since the questionnaire was created and 
administered by the researcher for nominal costs (Creswell, 2009). Due to the 
relevance of this issue and the lack of extensive research on cyberbullying in higher 
education it was valuable to gather data directly from a sample of the study 
population of students versus interpreting existing data related to K-12 students. 
Data Collection. Quantitative research seeks to explain and predict results 
that can be generalized to a larger population (Leedy & Ormrod, 2010).  The 
researcher utilized survey research and online questionnaires to obtain data for this 
research study.  
The Institutional Review Board (IRB) provides oversight of federal 
regulations that protect human subjects and the IRB requires approval for all studies 
involving human subjects. According to the federal regulations, a human subject is 
defined as a “living individual about whom an investigator (whether professional or 





individual, or identifiable private information” (Hicks, 2011). The researcher received 
IRB approval before interacting with human subjects (Appendix B).  
Upon IRB approval, an online questionnaire (Appendix A) developed for this 
study was administered to a random sample of the study population of undergraduate 
college students. Questionnaires are used to gather information by asking questions of 
a sample of the population to learn about characteristics or opinions about an 
experience (Leedy & Ormrod, 2010). This study utilized a questionnaire in the form 
of written questions that were developed by the researcher for this study under the 
supervision of her major professor. The online questionnaire was designed to answer 
the Research Questions regarding characteristics, prevalence, and impact of 
cyberbullying among undergraduate college students at an institution of higher 
education.  
 To ensure that the directions were understandable, the questions were clear, 
the time to complete the survey was reasonable, and that the questionnaire did not 
contain typos, the questionnaire was presented by the researcher and her major 
professor to a survey committee (Fowler, 2002). The survey committee included 
undergraduate students that were from the sample of the study population but who 
were not included in the study.  
The survey committee offered the following feedback. They indicated that 
they were able to take the survey in less than 10 minutes and they did not find any 
typographical errors. The survey committee also indicated that the researcher needed 
to correct the survey to ensure that the questions that provide for multiple answers 





was not changed based on the feedback from the survey committee. Based on 
feedback from the survey committee, the questionnaire was revised by the researcher 
under her major professor’s supervision to ensure that the logic and order of the 
questions were appropriate before the questionnaire was administered to the sample 
of the study population.  
This study utilized an electronic questionnaire to collect quantitative data on 
their perceptions on cyberbullying in higher education. The consent form and 
questionnaire are included in Appendix A. The study utilized the questionnaire 
questions shown in Appendix A versus the questions shown on the report in 
Appendix C. The questions were designed to provide insight into the Research 
Questions.  Table 1 below displays the Questionnaire Questions that correspond to 

















Alignment of Research Questions and Questionnaire Questions 
Research Question Questionnaire Question   
One: What are the characteristics of 
cyberbullying among undergraduate 
college students at an urban research 
institution of higher education?). 
Questionnaire Questions: 7, 8, 11, 12, 
14, and 15 
Two: How prevalent is cyberbullying 
among undergraduate college students 
at an urban research institution of 
higher education? 
Questionnaire Questions: 4, 5, 6, and 13   
Question Three: What is the impact of 
cyberbullying on undergraduate college 
students at an urban research institution 
of higher education? 
Questionnaire Questions: 9, 10, and 16 
 
 
The questionnaire sought information from the sample of the study population 
regarding whether they have been cyberbullied, and if so the method used, i.e., text 
messages or email. The questionnaire asked the sample of the study population to 
identify the type of cyberbullying that they were aware of such as for example, 
harmful messages sent to them, unsolicited porn, or someone saying mean things 
about them and sharing that information with others. The questionnaire also sought to 





sample of the study population to identify how often they have been cyberbullied. 
Questions related to demographic information such as the student’s academic year in 
school, age, and gender, was asked to better understand if certain groups were more 
likely to be cyberbullied than other groups. For the purpose of the study, the 
researcher designed the questionnaire to 25 questions or less to allow participants to 
complete the questionnaire in approximately ten minutes or less to encourage greater 
participation in the study.  
The questionnaire was administered using an electronic mechanism Qualtrics. 
The questionnaire was available to the study population for one month beginning in 
November, 2013. One month was chosen because it provided sufficient time for the 
researcher to make contact with the sample of the study population via email and time 
to follow-up to increase participation levels. The researcher requested permission to 
receive email addresses of a sample of the study population from the Office of 
Institutional Research (OIR) (see Appendix C). The researcher was granted 
permission and received 3,000 email addresses of a sample of the study population 
from OIR. OIR indicated that their policy is to provide 3,000 emails when researchers 
request email addresses from a sample of the student population. The sample of the 
study population was sent an email that included a link to the questionnaire for 
completion and submission online with data collected electronically and 
anonymously. Since approval was granted by OIR to receive email addresses it was 
not necessary for the researcher to utilize alternative approaches to reach a sample of 





such as the Student Government Association (SGA) general population, or SGA 
executive officers as the researcher originally planned and proposed.  
In addition, the researcher planned to make the questionnaire available to 
students via email, the Internet, social media and/or various student organizations, 
and if permission was granted the questionnaire would be linked to student 
organization’s Facebook pages or sent to students via email. Facebook was chosen 
because student groups such as the Student Government Association have student 
Facebook pages and it is an efficient way to reach students. This step was not 
necessary since the researcher received 3000 email addresses of a sample of the study 
population from OIR.  
An email link to the questionnaire was sent out to a sample of the study 
population on November 25, 2013. To encourage participation in the study, the 
researcher sent out two reminders via email to each student that received the initial 
email encouraging participation in the study (Appendix D). The researcher originally 
planned to place an advertisement in the local student newspaper with information 
about the research and how to complete the questionnaire, but she found it 
unnecessary since she received those email addresses from OIR. The reminders were 
sent out on December 2, 2013 and December 17, 2013. The initial email sent from the 
researcher to the sample of the study population and two reminder emails are 
included in Appendix D. The survey was closed on December 24, 2013.  
The data was collected and stored in Qualtrics. Qualtrics is a mechanism for 
available to researchers that allows researchers to design their own electronic 





Microsoft Word, Microsoft Excel and the statistical package for social sciences 
(SPSS). The researcher exported the data to Microsoft Word and Microsoft Excel and 
loaded the data into SPSS 21st edition for further analysis (Creswell, 2009). 
Collecting and analyzing the data provided insight into the characteristics, prevalence, 
and impact of cyberbullying on undergraduate college students at an urban research 
institution in higher education. The data analysis included categorizing the data in 
support of each Research Question, identifying trends or patterns and synthesizing the 
data to answer the Research Questions (Leedy & Ormrod, 2010). 
Sample 
 The sample of the population studied was undergraduate college students 
between the ages of 18 and 24 at an urban research university in the southern United 
States. These students were selected because they are most recently out of high school 
and cyberbullying occurs in college (Chapell et al., 2006). A random sample of 3,000 
undergraduate students enrolled in the institution during the Fall 2013 semester was 
invited to participate in the study.  The students were selected based on a random 
sample of 3,000 student email addresses received from OIR, their availability, 
convenience for the students, and their willingness to participate in an online 
questionnaire (Creswell, 2009). Students eligible to participate in the survey research 
were undergraduate full time students, part-time student, online and on-ground 
students, commuter students and on campus residential students between the ages of 
18 and 24. Since the researcher received 3,000 email addresses of a sample of the 
study population, to maintain the randomness of the survey, the researcher did not 





emails lists of a sample of the population, speak with these groups, email these 
groups, and/or add a link to the researcher’s questionnaire on the organization’s 
Facebook and/or Twitter page.  
This study involved stratification of the population. Stratification involved 
removing graduate students from the data collected (Creswell, 2009).  
Research Context 
The study was conducted on the campus of an institution of higher education 
in the South. The institution is a metropolitan research university located on 1,160 
acres. The urban university is located in an urban city having a population that is 
63.3% African American, 29.4% White, 6.7% Hispanic, and 1.6% Asian (State and 
county quick facts, 2013). The state in which the university is located has a 
population which according to the 2010 census comprised 16.7% African American, 
77.6% White, 4.6% Hispanic or Latino of any race, 1.4% Asian American, 0.3% 
American Indian and Alaska Native, 0.1% Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander, 
1.7% Multiracial, and 3.6% Other. The university includes numerous facilities that 
draw people to its campus on a daily basis. 
In the spring 2013, the institution enrolled more than 20,000 students and had 
approximately 2,500 faculty and staff (Office of Institutional Research, 2013). 
Approximately 5% of the undergraduate students are non-degree seeking students. 
The institution offers numerous degrees including 17 bachelor’s degrees in more than 
50 majors and 70 concentrations, master’s degrees in 55 subjects, doctoral degrees in 
23 disciplines, the Juris Doctor degree and confers over 3,000 degrees annually 





The university’s enrollment for spring 2013 included 13% freshman students, 
16% sophomore students, 17% junior students, and 29% senior students (Office of 
Institutional Research, 2013). The undergraduate student population of the university 
was 71% and the graduate student population was 29% (Office of Institutional 
Research, 2013).  
Variables 
 Independent. Independent variables are those that “the researcher controls or 
manipulates” (p. 7) based on the purpose of the study (Hinkle, Wiersma, & Jurs, 
2003). The independent variables for this study were the age, academic status and 
gender of the undergraduate students.  
Dependent. Dependent variables measure the “effect of the independent 
variables” (Hinkle et al., 2003, p. 8). The dependent variables were the characteristics 
such as the methods used to cyberbully and the type of cyberbullying like sending 
harassing tweets on Twitter, and prevalence of cyberbullying experienced by the 
undergraduate college students such as the frequency and duration of cyberbullying.  
Data Analysis 
The data was analyzed using descriptive statistics and inferential statistics. A 
descriptive analysis of the independent and dependent variables in the study was 
performed. The descriptive analysis included the mean, standard deviation, and range 
of scores for each variable (Creswell, 2009). The descriptive statistics provided an 
indication of the prevalence and characteristics of cyberbullying in higher education 
(Leedy & Ormrod, 2010). Inferential statistics provide for making inferences about 





The researcher received a random sample of 3,000 email addresses of a sample of the 
study population from OIR. OIR indicated that their policy is to provide 3,000 emails 
when researchers request email addresses from a sample of the student population. 
The researcher sent each of the 3,000 students in the sample of the study population 
an email that included a link to the questionnaire. The data was collected online 
electronically and anonymously.  
The questionnaire included a consent request and each potential participant 
was required to affirmatively agree to participant in the study before they received the 
18 questions. Of the 3,000 students in the sample of the study population, 140 
responded to the questionnaire for a response rate of 4.6%. Of the 140 participants, 
134 agreed to participate in the study and 6 did not agree to participate in the study. 
The 6 who did not agree to participate in the study were thanked for their time and 
exited from the study. The 134 who agreed to participate in the study were directed to 
the first question in the questionnaire. Thus the study included 134 participants. 
The research was interested in undergraduate students between the ages 18-
24. If a participant was below the age of 18 or over the age of 24, they were exited 
from the survey. Question 1 asked the participants to identify their age and the 











Age of Participants 
Age Number of Participants Percentage 
Younger than 18 0 Participants 0% 
18 30 Participants 22% 
19 11 Participants 8% 
20 22 Participants 16% 
21 18 Participants 13% 
22 30 Participants 22% 
23 14 Participants 10% 
24 8 Participants 6% 
Older than age 24 1 Participants 1% 




A participant that was older than age 24 was outside the targeted age and thus was 
exited from the survey. Therefore 133 participants had the opportunity to complete 
the remaining questions in the survey.  
The second question asked the participants to identify their gender and the 
third question asked the participants to indicate their current grade level at the 
university. Of the 133 participants, 70% indicated they were female, 29% indicated 
they were male, and 1% of the participants preferred not to indicate their gender. The 
academic grade level of the participants was as follows: Freshman 30%; Sophomore 





The variables include independent variables and dependent variables. Based 
on these variables, the researcher initially planned to use an independent t-test as the 
statistical test for this study. An independent t-test was initially selected because it 
can be used to test differences in cyberbullying between two independent groups such 
as males and females. However, the independent t-test proved limiting for testing 
more than two groups. For example, the independent variable academic status 
included four groups (freshman, sophomores, juniors and seniors) and the variable 
age included seven age groups. Thus, the researcher utilized One-way analysis of 
variance (ANOVA) as the statistical method because it provided for comparing the 
multiple groups of independent variables to multiple groups of dependent variables.  
  The results from the ANOVA test were interpreted. ANOVA evaluates 
whether there is a difference in the means of the groups and whether that difference is 
statistically significant (Hinkle et al., 2003). The null hypothesis was that there is no 
difference between the means of the independent variables and the alternative 
hypothesis was that there was a difference between the means. The results will be 
reported in Chapters 4 and 5. Chapter 6 will include a discussion of whether the 
results were significant or not (Creswell, 2009). The researcher will also provide an 
explanation of the results based on the ANOVA, literature review, theories or logical 
reasoning, and implications of the results and suggestions for future research on the 
topic of cyberbullying (Creswell, 2009). 
Validity and Reliability  
 Validity is the measurement of whether the questionnaire “measures what it is 





what it is intended, then results are statistically significant and the researcher can 
draw conclusions about the results and can extend the results from the sample to the 
population. Validity is dependent upon whether the survey participants answer the 
questions truthfully (Leedy & Ormrod, 2010). Internal validity is based upon whether 
the research design and data allow the researcher to make accurate conclusions about 
the data and results (Leedy & Ormrod, 2010). External validity refers to whether the 
results of the study provide for conclusions that can be generalized to other settings 
(Leedy & Ormrod, 2010). Threats to validity can include threats to internal and 
external validity (Creswell, 2009). Threats to internal validity include procedures or 
experiences of participants that prohibit the researcher from generalizing the results 
of the data analysis. Threats to external validity include drawing incorrect conclusions 
from the sample data (Creswell, 2009). The researcher guarded against internal and 
external bias that could affect this study by obtaining from university official’s email 
lists of students drawn from a random sample of the study population.  
In this study, the researcher examined the survey questions and corresponding 
answers to establish that the results were valid and that useful inferences were made 
from the data (Creswell, 2009). For example, the researcher ensured that the total 
scores match the number of participants who answered the survey. The answers to the 
questions were examined to determine whether that answer can be counted or if it 
should be discarded because it was improperly answered, i.e., more than one answer 
selected for a question requesting only one answer. In addition, the total scores were 





Reliability is the measure of how consistently the “measuring instrument 
yields a certain result when the entity being measured hasn’t changed” (Leedy & 
Ormrod, 2010, p. 29). In this study, the researcher consistently administered the 
questionnaire using the electronic survey medium.  
To increase reliability of the questionnaire was presented by the researcher to 
a survey committee (Fowler, 2002). The survey committee included undergraduate 
students that were from the sample of the study population but who were not included 
in the study. Based on feedback from the survey committee, the questionnaire was 
revised to improve the reliability of the questionnaire. 
Research Bias and Assumptions 
 Research bias can creep into a study even when not intended by the researcher 
(Leedy & Ormrod, 2010). In this study, the researcher received email lists of study 
participants were randomly selected from OIR. The name and background of each 
participant was anonymous. All data collected was non-identifiable to a particular 
member of the population. 
An assumption of this research was that the study participants were able to 
read the questions and understand how to answer the questions. Another assumption 
was that the participants clearly understood the definitions provided. Still another 
assumption was that the participants in this study answered all of the survey questions 
honestly. Further, it was assumed that each study participant independently answered 
each survey question and his or her answers were not influenced by anyone. 
The study reported the number of people in the sample. “[B]ias is any influence, 





& Ormrod, 2010, p. 215). Bias may enter the research without the researcher being 
aware of bias (Leedy & Ormrod, 2010). For example, the researcher may 
inadvertently affect the results due to the approach used by the researcher to select 
participants. Additionally, the researcher checked for response bias. To check for 
response bias, the researcher examined the number of responses each week to 
determine whether the average number of responses changed (Creswell, 2009). 
Response bias may exist if students in the sample of the population with particular 
experiences of cyberbullying learn about the questionnaire and chose to respond near 
the end of the survey period. If the average numbers of responses changed near the 
end of the survey period, this may be the result of response bias and should be noted 
in the analysis. 
Chapter Summary 
 This study was designed to examine the characteristics, prevalence, and 
impact of cyberbullying taking place among undergraduate students at an urban 
research university in the South. Prior research indicated the need for further study of 
cyberbullying in higher education (Baldasare, Bauman, Goldman, & Robie, 2012). 
The goal of this study was to contribute to the research on cyberbullying in higher 
education and to provide administrators with suggestions for policies and procedures 
for deterring cyberbullying in higher education. The next two chapters focus on the 
results of the survey research. The questionnaire data will be analyzed to answer the 
three Research Questions regarding cyberbullying among undergraduate students at 








Results: Research Question One 
Cyberbullying does not end after high school and recent incidents reflect that 
it continues in college (Manuel, 2011). While college students have been tragically 
impacted by cyberbullying such as committing suicide and dropping out of school, 
the research on cyberbullying in higher education is less prolific than research 
regarding cyberbullying in K-12 schools (Englander et al., 2009; Misawa, 2010). The 
purpose of this survey research was to examine cyberbullying in the context of higher 
education to reveal the characteristics, prevalence, and impact of cyberbullying on 
college students in higher education. An online questionnaire with 18 questions was 
administered to undergraduate college students at a research university in the South to 
collect quantitative data. The Questionnaire Questions were designed to provide 
insight into the Research Questions (Merriam & Simpson, 2000).  
The Research Questions that guided the research were: 
1. What are the characteristics of cyberbullying among 
undergraduate college students at an urban research institution 
of higher education?    
2. How prevalent is cyberbullying among undergraduate college 
students at an urban research institution of higher education?  
3. What is the impact of cyberbullying on undergraduate college 
students at an urban research institution of higher education?  
This chapter will present the results related to Research Question 1 and Chapter 5 will 





Research Question One 
Research Question 1 was “What are the characteristics of cyberbullying 
among undergraduate college students at an urban research institution of higher 
education?” Table 3 shows the Questionnaire Questions that applied to  
Research Question 1. 
 
Table 3  
Questionnaire Questions Related to Research Question 1 
 
Questionnaire Question # Question 
Question 7 Do you know who Cyberbullied you at the 
university? 
 
Question 8 If you know who Cyberbullied you at the 
university, were they one of the following? Check 










-university staff member 
-another student 
-other person – please describe 
 
Question 11 How often do you perceive the following actions 
occur at the university? Please check all that apply. 
-sending harassing emails 
-sending harassing pictures 
-sending pornographic images 
-posting harassing pictures on Facebook 
-sending harassing tweets on Twitter 
-posting harassing pictures on a social media site 
-unwanted sexting 
-reading your emails 





(Table 3 continued)  













-looking at your cell phone 
-sending harassing text messages 
-blocking a friend’s message 
-posting harassing videos online 
-threatening someone online 
-spreading rumors or lies online 
-sending or posting rude messages 
-making fun of others online 
-calling people mean names online 
-gossiping online 
-isolating others online 
-excluding others online 
-exposing other’s secrets online 
-sexual harassment online 
-pretending to be someone else online 
 
Question 12 Which of the following methods are you aware of 











Have you ever sent a harmful, cruel or false 
message or image to someone else at the 
university? 
Question 15 If you have ever sent a harmful, cruel or false 
message or image to someone else at the university 
why did you do it? 
-they are different from you 
-revenge for being mistreated by others 
-to get back at him/her for something they did 
-jealousy 
-just to [sic] fun 
-bored 
-school competition 







Questionnaire Question 7 asked the survey participants whether they knew 
who cyberbullied them at the university. Table 4 shows the descriptive statistics of 
the demographics of the sample of Questionnaire Question 7. 
 
Table 4 
Responses to Questionnaire Question 7  
Category Group Participants Percentage 
Gender Male n = 2 28.5% 
 Female n = 5 71.5% 
Age 18 n = 1 14.3% 
 19 n = 3 42.9% 
 20 n = 2 28.5% 
 21 n = 0 0% 
 22 n = 1 14.3% 
 23 n = 0 0% 
 24 n = 0 0% 
Year in School Freshman n = 3 42.9% 
 Sophomore n = 1 14.3% 
 Junior n = 1 14.3% 
 Senior n = 2 28.5% 
 
Questionnaire Question 7 asked participants if they knew who cyberbullied 





seven participants, four (57%) of the participants indicated that they knew who 
cyberbullied them and three (43%) indicated they had an idea of who cyberbullied 
them but they did not know for sure. Of the seven participants, the majority (71.5%) 
were female. A One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) statistical test was 
performed. Levene’s Statistic was utilized to test whether the assumption of 
homogeneity of variances was met. The Sig. value of .817 was greater than alpha 
value of .05. Thus, the test for homogeneity of variances was met where F(1, 5) =  
.060, p = .817. The ANOVA table (Appendix F, p. 163) was examined to test for 
differences between the groups. The Sig. value of .846 was greater than alpha value 
of .05 indicating that there is not a difference between the groups of males and 
females and the difference is not statistically significant where F(1, 5)  =  .042, p 
>.05. 
 Data on the ages of the participants who indicated that they knew who had 
cyberbullied them at the university was gathered. Table 4 above indicates the ages of 
the participants who answered this question with the participants aged 19 (42.9%) and 
20 (28.5%) having the highest responses. A One-way Analysis of Variance 
(ANOVA) statistical test was performed. Levene’s Statistic was utilized to test 
whether the assumption of homogeneity of variances was met. The Sig. value of .053 
was greater than alpha value of .05. Thus, the test for homogeneity of variances was 
met where F(1, 3) =  9.600, p = .053. The ANOVA table (Appendix F, p. 165) was 
examined to test for differences between the groups. The Sig. value of .360 was 





groups based on ages and the difference is not statistically significant where  F(3, 3)  
=  1.571, p >.05. 
 Data on the year in school of the participants who indicated that they knew 
who cyberbullied them at the university was gathered. Table 4 above indicates the 
grade level of the participants who answered this question with the participants who 
were Freshmen (42.9%) and Seniors (28.5%) having the highest responses. A One-
way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) statistical test was performed. Levene’s Statistic 
was utilized to test whether the assumption of homogeneity of variances was met. The 
Sig. value of .724 was greater than alpha value of .05. Thus, the test for homogeneity 
of variances was met where F(1, 3) = .150, p = .724. The ANOVA table (Appendix 
F, p. 167) was examined to test for differences between the groups. The Sig. value of 
.725 was greater than alpha value of .05 indicating that there is not a difference 
between the groups based on year in school and the difference is not statistically 
significant where F(3, 3)  =  .469, p >.05. 
 Questionnaire Question 8 asked the survey participants if they knew who 
cyberbullied them at the university whether they were a friend, ex-friend, boyfriend, 
girlfriend, ex-boyfriend, ex-girlfriend, stranger/unknown, known adult, professor, 
university staff member or other person that they would describe. For this question, 
the One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) statistical test was performed. In this 
case, the results were not usable because the test of homogeneity of variances and 
ANOVA could not be performed since groups with only one case were ignored and 





Questionnaire Question 11 asked how often the participants perceived various 
actions occurred at the university. The following were the top five actions the 
participants indicated occurred at the university: looking at your cell phone, reading 
your emails, gossiping online, making fun of others online, and calling people mean 
names online. The following tables display descriptive statistics of the demographics 
of the sample for each of the top five actions. 
 
Table 5 
Action - Looking at Your cell Phone 
Category Groups Participants Percentage 
Gender Male n = 31 30% 
 Female n = 72 70% 
Age 18 n = 22 21.6% 
 19 n = 9 8.8% 
 20 n = 21 20.6% 
 21 n = 13 12.7% 
 22 n = 21 20.6% 
 23 n = 12 11.8% 
 24 n = 4 3.9% 
Year in School Freshman n = 27 26.7% 
 Sophomore n = 15 14.9% 
 Junior n = 23 22.8% 






Questionnaire Question 11 also asked participants how often they perceived 
various actions occurred at the university. One-hundred two participants indicated 
that looking at your cellphone occurred at the university. Of the 102 participants, the 
majority (70%) were female. A One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) statistical 
test was performed. Levene’s Statistic was utilized to test whether the assumption of 
homogeneity of variances was met. The Sig. value of .348 was greater than alpha 
value of .05. Thus, the test for homogeneity of variances was met where F(1, 100) =  
.888, p = .348. The ANOVA table (Appendix F, pp. 192-193) was examined to test 
for differences between the groups. The Sig. value of .935 was greater than alpha 
value of .05 indicating that there is not a difference between the groups of males and 
females and the difference is not statistically significant where F(1, 100)  =  .007, p 
>.05. 
 Data on the ages of the participants who indicated how often they perceived 
various actions occurred at the university was gathered. Table 5 above indicates the 
ages of the participants who answered looking at your cellphone occurred at the 
university. The highest responses were from participants aged 18 (21.6%), 20 
(20.6%), and 22 (20.6%). A One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) statistical test 
was performed. Levene’s Statistic was utilized to test whether the assumption of 
homogeneity of variances was met. The Sig. value of .873 was greater than alpha 
value of .05. Thus, the test for homogeneity of variances was met where F(6, 95)  = 
.406, p = .873. The ANOVA table (Appendix F, pp. 213-214) was examined to test 





value of .05 indicating that there is not a difference between the groups based on ages 
and the difference is not statistically significant where F(6, 95)  =  .223, p >.05. 
 Data on the year in school of the participants who indicated that looking at 
your cellphone occurred at the university was gathered. Table 5 above indicates the 
grade level of the participants who indicated that looking at your cellphone occurred 
at the university. Seniors (35.6%) had the highest response. A One-way Analysis of 
Variance (ANOVA) statistical test was performed. Levene’s Statistic was utilized to 
test whether the assumption of homogeneity of variances was met. The Sig. value of 
.861 was greater than alpha value of .05. Thus, the test for homogeneity of variances 
was met where F(3, 97)  =  .251, p = .861. The ANOVA table (Appendix F, pp. 233-
234) was examined to test for differences between the groups. The Sig. value of .587 
was greater than alpha value of .05 indicating that there is not a difference between 
the groups based on year in school and the difference is not statistically significant 















Action - Reading Your Emails 
Category Group Participants Percentage 
Gender Male n = 31 30% 
 Female n = 72 70% 
Age 18 n = 22 21.4% 
 19 n = 9 8.7% 
 20 n = 21 20.4% 
 21 n = 14 13.6% 
 22 n = 21 20.4% 
 23 n = 12 11.7% 
 24 n = 4 3.8% 
Year in School Freshman n = 27 26.5% 
 Sophomore n = 15 14.7% 
 Junior n = 24 23.5% 




Questionnaire Question 11 also asked participants how often they perceived 
various actions occurred at the university. One-hundred three participants indicated 
that reading your emails occurred at the university. Of the 103 participants, the 
majority (70%) were female. A One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) statistical 
test was performed. Levene’s Statistic was utilized to test whether the assumption of 





value of .05. Thus, the test for homogeneity of variances was met where F(1, 101)  =  
1.539, p = .218. The ANOVA table (Appendix F, pp. 192-193) was examined to test 
for differences between the groups. The Sig. value of .100 was greater than alpha 
value of .05 indicating that there is not a difference between the groups of males and 
females and the difference is not statistically significant where F(1, 101)  =  2.751, p 
>.05. 
 Data on the ages of the participants who indicated that perceived the action 
reading their email occurred at the university was gathered. Table 6 above indicates 
the ages of the participants who answered this question regarding reading their emails 
with the highest responses from participants aged 18 (21.4%), 20 (20.4%), and 22 
(20.4%). A One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) statistical test was performed. 
Levene’s Statistic was utilized to test whether the assumption of homogeneity of 
variances was met. The Sig. value of .525 was greater than alpha value of .05. Thus, 
the test for homogeneity of variances was met where F(6, 96)  =  .863, p = .525. The 
ANOVA table (Appendix F, pp. 213-214) was examined to test for differences 
between the groups. The Sig. value of .955 was greater than alpha value of .05 
indicating that there is not a difference between the groups based on ages and the 
difference is not statistically significant where F(6, 96)  =  .259, p >.05. 
 Data on the year in school of the participants who indicated that they 
perceived that the action reading their emails occurred at the university was gathered. 
Table 6 above indicates the grade level of the participants having the highest response 
indicating that reading their emails occurred at the university. Seniors (35.3%) had 





performed. Levene’s Statistic was utilized to test whether the assumption of 
homogeneity of variances was met. The Sig. value of .329 was greater than alpha 
value of .05. Thus, the test for homogeneity of variances was met where F(3, 98)  =  
1.159, p = .329. The ANOVA table (Appendix F, pp. 233-234) was examined to test 
for differences between the groups. The Sig. value of .495 was greater than alpha 
value of .05 indicating that there is not a difference between the groups based on year 























Action - Gossiping Online 
Category Group Participants Percentage 
Gender Male n = 31 30% 
 Female n = 72 70% 
Age 18 n = 22 21.4% 
 19 n = 9 8.7% 
 20 n = 21 20.4% 
 21 n = 14 13.6% 
 22 n = 21 20.4% 
 23 n = 12 11.7% 
 24 n = 4 3.8% 
Year in School Freshman n = 27 26.5% 
 Sophomore n = 15 14.7% 
 Junior n = 24 23.5% 




Questionnaire Question 11 also asked participants how often they perceived 
various actions occurred at the university. One-hundred three participants indicated 
that gossiping online occurred at the university. Of the 103 participants, the majority 
(70%) were female. A One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) statistical test was 





homogeneity of variances was met. The Sig. value of .844 was greater than alpha 
value of .05. Thus, the test for homogeneity of variances was met where F(1, 101)  =  
.039, p = .844. The ANOVA table (Appendix F, pp. 196-197) was examined to test 
for differences between the groups. The Sig. value of .472 was greater than alpha 
value of .05 indicating that there is not a difference between the groups of males and 
females and the difference is not statistically significant where F(1, 101)  =  .522, p 
>.05. 
 Data on the ages of the participants who indicated that they perceived the 
action gossiping online occurred at the university was gathered. Table 7 above 
indicates the ages of the participants who indicated gossiping online occurred with the 
highest responses from participants aged 18 (21.4%), 20 (20.4%), and 22 (20.4%). A 
One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) statistical test was performed. Levene’s 
Statistic was utilized to test whether the assumption of homogeneity of variances was 
met. The Sig. value of .249 was greater than alpha value of .05. Thus, the test for 
homogeneity of variances was met where F(6, 96)  =  1.335, p = .249. The ANOVA 
table (Appendix F, pp. 218-219) was examined to test for differences between the 
groups. The Sig. value of .415 was greater than alpha value of .05 indicating that 
there is not a difference between the groups based on ages and the difference is not 
statistically significant where F(6, 96)  =  1.024, p >.05. 
 Data on the year in school of the participants who indicated that they 
perceived that the action gossiping online occurred at the university was gathered. 
Table 7 above indicates the grade level of the participants having the highest response 





(ANOVA) statistical test was performed. Levene’s Statistic was utilized to test 
whether the assumption of homogeneity of variances was met. The Sig. value of .873 
was greater than alpha value of .05. Thus, the test for homogeneity of variances was 
met where F(3, 98)  =  .233, p = .873. The ANOVA table (Appendix F, pp. 237-238) 
was examined to test for differences between the groups. The Sig. value of .381 was 
greater than alpha value of .05 indicating that there is not a difference between the 
groups based on year in school and the difference is not statistically significant where 






















Action - Making Fun of Others Online 
Category Group Participants Percentage 
Gender Male n = 30 29.4% 
 Female n = 72 70.6% 
Age 18 n = 21 20.6% 
 19 n = 9 8.8% 
 20 n = 21 20.6% 
 21 n = 14 13.7% 
 22 n = 21 20.6% 
 23 n = 12 11.8% 
 24 n = 4 3.9% 
Year in School Freshman n = 26 25.7% 
 Sophomore n = 15 14.9% 
 Junior n = 24 23.8% 
 Senior n = 36 35.6% 
 
Questionnaire Question 11 also asked participants how often they perceived 
various actions occurred at the university. One-hundred two participants indicated 
that making fun of others online occurred at the university. Of the 102 participants, 
the majority (70.6%) were female. A One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) 





assumption of homogeneity of variances was met. The Sig. value of .413 was greater 
than alpha value of .05. Thus, the test for homogeneity of variances was met where 
F(1, 100)  =  .677, p = .413. The ANOVA table (Appendix F, pp. 194-195) was 
examined to test for differences between the groups. The Sig. value of .193 was 
greater than alpha value of .05 indicating that there is not a difference between the 
groups of males and females and the difference is not statistically significant where 
F(1, 100)  =  1.716, p >.05. 
 Data on the ages of the participants who indicated that they perceived the 
action making fun of others online occurred at the university was gathered. Table 8 
above indicates the ages of the participants who answered this question regarding 
making fun of others with the highest responses tied for ages 18 (20.6%), 20 (20.6%), 
and 22 (20.6%). A One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) statistical test was 
performed. Levene’s Statistic was utilized to test whether the assumption of 
homogeneity of variances was met. The Sig. value of .704 was greater than alpha 
value of .05. Thus, the test for homogeneity of variances was met where F(6, 95)  =  
.632, p = .704. The ANOVA table (Appendix F, pp. 215-216) was examined to test 
for differences between the groups. The Sig. value of .393 was greater than alpha 
value of .05 indicating that there is not a difference between the groups based on ages 
and the difference is not statistically significant where F(6, 95)  =  1.058, p >.05. 
 Data on the year in school of the participants who indicated that they 
perceived that the action making fun of others online occurred at the university was 
gathered. Table 8 above indicates the grade level of the participants having the 





Seniors (35.6%). A One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) statistical test was 
performed. Levene’s Statistic was utilized to test whether the assumption of 
homogeneity of variances was met. The Sig. value of .963 was greater than alpha 
value of .05. Thus, the test for homogeneity of variances was met where F(3, 97)  =  
.095, p = .963. The ANOVA table (Appendix F, pp. 235-236) was examined to test 
for differences between the groups. The Sig. value of .098 was greater than alpha 
value of .05 indicating that there is not a difference between the groups based on year 






















Action - Calling People Mean Names Online 
Category Group Participants Percentage 
Gender Male n = 31 30% 
 Female n = 72 70% 
Age 18 n = 22 21.4% 
 19 n = 9 8.7% 
 20 n = 21 20.4% 
 21 n = 14 13.6% 
 22 n = 21 20.4% 
 23 n = 12 11.7% 
 24 n = 4 3.8% 
Year in School Freshman n = 27 26.5% 
 Sophomore n = 15 14.7% 
 Junior n = 24 23.5% 




Questionnaire Question 11 also asked participants how often they perceived 
various actions occurred at the university. One-hundred three participants indicated 
that calling people mean names online occurred at the university. Of the 103 
participants, the majority (70%) were female. A One-way Analysis of Variance 





whether the assumption of homogeneity of variances was met. The Sig. value of .882 
was greater than alpha value of .05. Thus, the test for homogeneity of variances was 
met where F(1, 101)  =  .022, p = .882. The ANOVA table (Appendix F, pp. 194-
195) was examined to test for differences between the groups. The Sig. value of .428 
was greater than alpha value of .05 indicating that there is not a difference between 
the groups of males and females and the difference is not statistically significant 
where F(1, 101)  =  .522, p >.05. 
 Data on the ages of the participants who indicated that they perceived the 
action calling people mean names online occurred at the university was gathered. 
Table 9 above indicates the ages of the participants who answered this question 
regarding calling people mean names online with the highest responses from 
participants aged 18 (21.4%), 20 (20.4%), and 22 (20.4%). A One-way Analysis of 
Variance (ANOVA) statistical test was performed. Levene’s Statistic was utilized to 
test whether the assumption of homogeneity of variances was met. The Sig. value of 
.822 was greater than alpha value of .05. Thus, the test for homogeneity of variances 
was met where F(6, 96)  =  .480, p = .822. The ANOVA table (Appendix F, pp. 215-
216) was examined to test for differences between the groups. The Sig. value of .148 
was greater than alpha value of .05 indicating that there is not a difference between 
the groups based on ages and the difference is not statistically significant where F(6, 
96)  =  1.628, p >.05. 
 Data on the year in school of the participants who indicated that they 
perceived that the action calling people mean names online occurred at the university 





highest response that indicated reading their emails occurred at the university was 
Seniors (35.3%). A One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) statistical test was 
performed. Levene’s Statistic was utilized to test whether the assumption of 
homogeneity of variances was met. The Sig. value of .772 was greater than alpha 
value of .05. Thus, the test for homogeneity of variances was met where F(3, 98) =  
.374, p = .772. The ANOVA table (Appendix F, pp. 235-236) was examined to test 
for differences between the groups. The Sig. value of .151 was greater than alpha 
value of .05 indicating that there is not a difference between the groups based on year 
in school and the difference is not statistically significant where F(3, 98)  =  1.806, p 
>.05. 
Questionnaire Question 12 asked the survey participants whether they knew 
the methods used to cyberbully them at the university. The following were the top 
four methods the participants indicated were used to cyberbully at the university: 
Facebook, Twitter, cellphone, and texting. The following tables display descriptive 















Method - Facebook 
Category Group Participants Percentage 
Gender Male n = 31 30.7% 
 Female n = 70 69.3% 
Age 18 n = 21 20.8% 
 19 n = 9 8.9% 
 20 n = 21 20.8% 
 21 n = 13 12.8% 
 22 n = 21 20.8% 
 23 n = 12 11.9% 
 24 n = 4 4% 
Year in School Freshman n = 26 26% 
 Sophomore n = 15 15% 
 Junior n = 24 24% 
 Senior n = 35 35% 
 
Questionnaire Question 12 asked participants if they knew the method used to 
cyberbully them at the university. One-hundred one participants indicated that the 
method used to cyberbully them was Facebook. Of the 101 participants, the majority 
(69.3%) were female. A One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) statistical test was 





homogeneity of variances was met. The Sig. value of .445 was greater than alpha 
value of .05. Thus, the test for homogeneity of variances was met where F(1, 99)  =  
.587, p = .445. The ANOVA table (Appendix F, pp. 243-244) was examined to test 
for differences between the groups. The Sig. value of .329 was greater than alpha 
value of .05 indicating that there is not a difference between the groups of males and 
females and the difference is not statistically significant where F(1, 99)  =  .962, p 
>.05. 
 Data on the ages of the participants who indicated that they knew the method 
used to cyberbully them at the university was gathered. Table 10 above indicates the 
ages of the participants who answered this question regarding the method Facebook. 
Participants aged 18 (20.8%), 20 (20.8%), and 22 (20.8%) had the highest responses. 
A One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) statistical test was performed. Levene’s 
Statistic was utilized to test whether the assumption of homogeneity of variances was 
met. The Sig. value of .277 was greater than alpha value of .05. Thus, the test for 
homogeneity of variances was met where F(6, 94)  =  1.273, p = .277. The ANOVA 
table (Appendix F, pp. 250-251) was examined to test for differences between the 
groups. The Sig. value of .785 was greater than alpha value of .05 indicating that 
there is not a difference between the groups based on ages and the difference is not 
statistically significant where F(6, 94)  =  .529, p >.05. 
 Data on the year in school of the participants who indicated that they knew the 
method used to cyberbully them at the university was gathered. Table 10 above 
indicates the grade level of the participants with the highest response indicating 





Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) statistical test was performed. Levene’s Statistic was 
utilized to test whether the assumption of homogeneity of variances was met. The 
Sig. value of .245 was greater than alpha value of .05. Thus, the test for homogeneity 
of variances was met where F(3, 96)  =  1.408, p = .245. The ANOVA table 
(Appendix F, pp. 256-257) was examined to test for differences between the groups. 
The Sig. value of .912 was greater than alpha value of .05 indicating that there is not a 
difference between the groups based on year in school and the difference is not 





















Table 11  
Method - Twitter 
Category Group Participants Percentage 
Gender Male n = 31 30.7% 
 Female n = 70 69.3% 
Age 18 n = 22 21.8% 
 19 n = 7 6.9% 
 20 n = 21 20.8% 
 21 n = 14 13.9% 
 22 n = 21 20.8% 
 23 n = 12 11.9% 
 24 n = 4 3.9% 
Year in School Freshman n = 26 26% 
 Sophomore n = 14 14% 
 Junior n = 24 24% 




Questionnaire Question 12 also asked participants if they knew the method 
used to cyberbully them at the university. One-hundred one participants indicated that 
the method used to cyberbully them was Twitter. Of the 101 participants, the majority 
(69.3%) were female. A One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) statistical test was 





homogeneity of variances was met. The Sig. value of .153 was greater than alpha 
value of .05. Thus, the test for homogeneity of variances was met where F(1, 99)  =  
2.079, p = .153. The ANOVA table (Appendix F, pp. 243-244) was examined to test 
for differences between the groups. The Sig. value of .339 was greater than alpha 
value of .05 indicating that there is not a difference between the groups of males and 
females and the difference is not statistically significant where F(1, 99)  =  .924, p 
>.05. 
 Data on the ages of the participants who indicated that they knew the method 
used to cyberbully them at the university was gathered. Table 11 above indicates the 
ages of the participants who answered this question with the highest responses were 
aged 18 (21.8%), 20 (20.8%), and 22 (20.8%). A One-way Analysis of Variance 
(ANOVA) statistical test was performed. Levene’s Statistic was utilized to test 
whether the assumption of homogeneity of variances was met. The Sig. value of .898 
was greater than alpha value of .05. Thus, the test for homogeneity of variances was 
met where F(6, 94)  =  .367, p = .898. The ANOVA table (Appendix F, pp. 250-251) 
was examined to test for differences between the groups. The Sig. value of .450 was 
greater than alpha value of .05 indicating that there is not a difference between the 
groups based on ages and the difference is not statistically significant where F(6, 94)  
=  .970, p >.05. 
 Data on the year in school of the participants who indicated that they knew the 
method used to cyberbully them at the university was gathered. Table 11 above 
indicates the grade level of the participants who indicated Twitter was the method 





Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) statistical test was performed. Levene’s Statistic was 
utilized to test whether the assumption of homogeneity of variances was met. The 
Sig. value of .796 was greater than alpha value of .05. Thus, the test for homogeneity 
of variances was met where F(3, 96) =  .341, p = .796. The ANOVA table (Appendix 
F, pp. 256-257) was examined to test for differences between the groups. The Sig. 
value of .957 was greater than alpha value of .05 indicating that there is not a 
difference between the groups based on year in school and the difference is not 






















Method - Cellphone 
Category Group Participants Percentage 
Gender Male n = 30 29.7% 
 Female n = 71 70.3% 
Age 18 n = 22 21.8% 
 19 n = 9 8.9% 
 20 n = 21 20.8% 
 21 n = 14 13.9% 
 22 n = 20 19.8% 
 23 n = 12 11.9% 
 24 n = 3 2.9% 
Year in School Freshman n = 27 27% 
 Sophomore n = 15 15% 
 Junior n = 23 23% 




Questionnaire Question 12 also asked participants if they knew the method 
used to cyberbully them at the university. One-hundred one participants indicated that 
the method used to cyberbully them was cellphone. Of the 101 participants, the 
majority (70.3%) were female. A One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) statistical 





homogeneity of variances was met. The Sig. value of .078 was greater than alpha 
value of .05. Thus, the test for homogeneity of variances was met where F(1, 99)  =  
3.164, p = .078. The ANOVA table (Appendix F, pp. 243-244) was examined to test 
for differences between the groups. The Sig. value of .129 was greater than alpha 
value of .05 indicating that there is not a difference between the groups of males and 
females and the difference is not statistically significant where F(1, 99)  =  2.342, p 
>.05. 
 Data on the ages of the participants who indicated that they knew the method 
used to cyberbully them at the university was gathered. Table 12 above indicates the 
ages of the participants with the highest responses who answered this question 
regarding the method cellphone were participants aged 18 (21.8%) and 20 (20.8). A 
One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) statistical test was performed. Levene’s 
Statistic was utilized to test whether the assumption of homogeneity of variances was 
met. The Sig. value of .145 was greater than alpha value of .05. Thus, the test for 
homogeneity of variances was met where F(6, 94)  =  1.638, p  = .145. The ANOVA 
table (Appendix F, pp. 250-251) was examined to test for differences between the 
groups. The Sig. value of .549 was greater than alpha value of .05 indicating that 
there is not a difference between the groups based on ages and the difference is not 
statistically significant where F(6, 94)  =  .830, p >.05. 
 Data on the year in school of the participants who indicated that they knew the 
method used to cyberbully them at the university was gathered. Table 12 above 
indicates the grade level of the participants who indicated cellphone was the method 





Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) statistical test was performed. Levene’s Statistic was 
utilized to test whether the assumption of homogeneity of variances was met. The 
Sig. value of .461 was greater than alpha value of .05. Thus, the test for homogeneity 
of variances was met where F(3, 96)  =  .866, p = .461. The ANOVA table 
(Appendix F, pp. 256-257) was examined to test for differences between the groups. 
The Sig. value of .704 was greater than alpha value of .05 indicating that there is not a 
difference between the groups based on year in school and the difference is not 





















Table 13  
Method - Texting 
Category Group Participants Percentage 
Gender Male n = 31 30.1% 
 Female n = 72 69.9% 
Age 18 n = 22 21.4% 
 19 n = 9 8.7% 
 20 n = 21 20.4% 
 21 n = 14 13.6% 
 22 n = 21 20.4% 
 23 n = 12 11.6% 
 24 n = 4 3.9% 
Year in School Freshman n = 27 26.5% 
 Sophomore n = 15 14.7% 
 Junior n = 24 23.5% 




Questionnaire Question 12 also asked participants if they knew the method 
used to cyberbully them at the university. One-hundred three participants indicated 
that the method used to cyberbully them was texting. Of the 103 participants, the 
majority was female (69.9%). A One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) statistical 





homogeneity of variances was met. The Sig. value of .517 was greater than alpha 
value of .05. Thus, the test for homogeneity of variances was met where F(1, 101) =  
.424, p = .517. The ANOVA table (Appendix F, pp. 243-244) was examined to test 
for differences between the groups. The Sig. value of .250 was greater than alpha 
value of .05 indicating that there is not a difference between the groups of males and 
females and the difference is not statistically significant where F(1, 101)  =  1.340, p 
>.05. 
 Data on the ages of the participants who indicated that they knew the method 
used to cyberbully them at the university was gathered. Table 13 above indicates the 
ages of the participants with the highest responses who answered this question 
regarding the method texting were participants aged 18 (21.4%), 20 (20.4%), and 22 
(20.4%). A One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) statistical test was performed. 
Levene’s Statistic was utilized to test whether the assumption of homogeneity of 
variances was met. The Sig. value of .260 was greater than alpha value of .05. Thus, 
the test for homogeneity of variances was met where F(6, 96)  =  1.311, p = .260. The 
ANOVA table (Appendix F, pp. 250-251) was examined to test for differences 
between the groups. The Sig. value of .463 was greater than alpha value of .05 
indicating that there is not a difference between the groups based on ages and the 
difference is not statistically significant where F(6, 94)  =  .951, p >.05. 
 Data on the year in school of the participants who indicated that they knew the 
method used to cyberbully them at the university was gathered. Table 13 above 
indicates the grade level of the participants who indicated texting was the method 





Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) statistical test was performed. Levene’s Statistic was 
utilized to test whether the assumption of homogeneity of variances was met. The 
Sig. value of .892 was greater than alpha value of .05. Thus, the test for homogeneity 
of variances was met where F(3, 96)  =  .205, p  = .892. The ANOVA table 
(Appendix F, pp. 256-257) was examined to test for differences between the groups. 
The Sig. value of .717 was greater than alpha value of .05 indicating that there is not a 
difference between the groups based on year in school and the difference is not 
statistically significant where F(3, 98)  =  .452, p >.05. 
 Questionnaire Question 14 asked the survey participants whether they have 
ever sent a harmful, cruel or false message or image to someone else at the university. 
Table 14 shows the descriptive statistics of the demographics of the sample of 


















Responses to Questionnaire Question 14 
Category Group Participants Percentage 
Gender Male n = 31 30.4% 
 Female n = 71 69.6% 
Age 18 n = 21 20.6% 
 19 n = 9 8.8% 
 20 n = 21 20.6% 
 21 n = 14 13.7% 
 22 n = 21 20.6% 
 23 n = 12 11.8% 
 24 n = 4 3.9% 
Year in School Freshman n = 26 25.7% 
 Sophomore n = 15 14.9% 
 Junior n = 24 23.8% 




Questionnaire Question 14 asked the survey participants if they have ever sent 
a harmful, cruel or false message or image to someone else at the university. One 
hundred two participants answered this question. Of the 102 participants, 3 (3%) 
indicated that they had sent a harmful, cruel or false message or image to someone 





they preferred not to say whether they had ever sent a harmful, cruel or false message 
or image to someone else at the university. Of the 102 participants, the majority 
(69.6%) were female. 
 A One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) statistical test was performed. 
Levene’s Statistic was utilized to test whether the assumption of homogeneity of 
variances was met. The Sig. value of .021 was less than alpha value of .05. Thus, the 
test for homogeneity of variances was not met where F(1, 100)  =  5.495, p = .021. 
The ANOVA table was examined to test for differences between the groups however 
because the assumptions underlying use of analysis of variance was not met the 
results of the ANOVA table (Appendix F, pp. 259) were not used.  
 Data on the ages of the participants who indicated that they had sent a 
harmful, cruel or false message or image to someone else at the university was 
gathered. Table 14 above indicates the ages of the participants who answered this 
question with the participants aged 18, 20 and 22 tied for the highest responses. A 
One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) statistical test was performed. Levene’s 
Statistic was utilized to test whether the assumption of homogeneity of variances was 
met. The Sig. value of .026 was less than alpha value of .05. Thus, the test for 
homogeneity of variances was not met where F(6, 95)  =  2.531, p = .026. The 
ANOVA table was examined to test for differences between the groups however 
because the assumptions underlying use of analysis of variance was not met the 
results of the ANOVA table (Appendix F, p. 261) were not used.  
 Data on the year in school of the participants who indicated that had sent a 





gathered. Table 14 above indicates the grade level of the participants who answered 
this question and Seniors (35.6%) had the highest response. A One-way Analysis of 
Variance (ANOVA) statistical test was performed. Levene’s Statistic was utilized to 
test whether the assumption of homogeneity of variances was met. The Sig. value of 
.231 was greater than alpha value of .05. Thus, the test for homogeneity of variances 
was met where F(3, 97)  =  1.458, p = .231. The ANOVA table (Appendix F, p. 262) 
was examined to test for differences between the groups. The Sig. value of .653 was 
greater than alpha value of .05 indicating that there is not a difference between the 
groups based on year in school and the difference is not statistically significant where 
F(3, 97)  =  .544, p >.05. 
 Questionnaire Question 15 asked the survey participants if they have ever sent 
a harmful, cruel or false message or image to someone else at the university why they 
did it. Table 15 shows the descriptive statistics of the demographics of the sample of 
















Responses to Questionnaire Question 15 
Category Group Participants Percentage 
Gender Male n = 8 27.6% 
 Female n = 21 72.4% 
Age 18 n = 6 20.7% 
 19 n = 3 10.3% 
 20 n = 3 10.3% 
 21 n = 6 20.7% 
 22 n = 7 24.2% 
 23 n = 2 6.9% 
 24 n = 2 6.9% 
Year in School Freshman n = 8 27.6% 
 Sophomore n = 3 10.3% 
 Junior n = 10 34.5% 
 Senior n = 8 27.6% 
 
Questionnaire Question 15 asked participants if they had ever sent a harmful, 
cruel or false message or image to someone else at the university why they did it. 
Twenty-nine participants answered this question. Of the 29 participants, 6 (21%) of 
the participants indicated that they had sent a harmful, cruel or false message or 





one participant (3%) indicated they did not know why and 22 participants (76%) 
indicated they sent the message for other reasons. The majority of the text comments 
indicated that they had not sent a harmful, cruel or false message. The only other 
response was that they sent it because “they threatened my friend.” Of the 29 
participants, the majority (72.4%) were female. 
A One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) statistical test was performed. 
Levene’s Statistic was utilized to test whether the assumption of homogeneity of 
variances was met. The Sig. value of .155 was greater than alpha value of .05. Thus, 
the test for homogeneity of variances was met where F(1, 27)  =  2.136, p = .155. The 
ANOVA table (Appendix F, p. 263) was examined to test for differences between the 
groups. The Sig. value of .598 was greater than alpha value of .05 indicating that 
there is not a difference between the groups of males and females and the difference 
is not statistically significant where F(1, 27)  =  .285, p >.05. 
 Data on the ages of the participants who indicated that they knew why they 
had sent a harmful, cruel or false message or image to someone else at the university 
was gathered. Table 15 above indicates the ages of the participants who answered this 
question with the participants aged 22 (24.2%) having the highest responses. A One-
way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) statistical test was performed. Levene’s Statistic 
was utilized to test whether the assumption of homogeneity of variances was met. The 
Sig. value of .108 was greater than alpha value of .05. Thus, the test for homogeneity 
of variances was met where F(6, 22) =  2.010, p = .108. The ANOVA table 
(Appendix F, p. 265) was examined to test for differences between the groups. The 





difference between the groups based on ages and the difference is not statistically 
significant where F(6, 22)  =  .389, p >.05. 
 Data on the year in school of the participants who indicated that they knew 
why they had sent a harmful, cruel or false message or image to someone else at the 
university was gathered. Table 15 above indicates the grade level of the participants 
who answered this question having the highest responses were Juniors (34.5%). A 
One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) statistical test was performed. Levene’s 
Statistic was utilized to test whether the assumption of homogeneity of variances was 
met. The Sig. value of .000 was less than alpha value of .05. Thus, the test for 
homogeneity of variances was not met where F(3, 25)  =  10.276, p<.001. The 
ANOVA table (Appendix F, p. 266) was examined to test for differences between the 
groups however because the assumptions underlying use of analysis of variance was 
not met the results of the ANOVA table were not used.  
Chapter Summary 
Chapter 4 summarized the results of the data gathered from an electronic 
online questionnaire with 18 questions administered to randomly selected 
undergraduate college students to collect quantitative data. The questions were 
designed to provide insight into the three Research Questions. This chapter presented 
the results of Research Question 1 “What are the characteristics of cyberbullying 
among undergraduate college students at an urban research institution of higher 







Results: Research Question Two and Research Question Three 
 The purpose of this research was to examine cyberbullying in the 
context of higher education to reveal the characteristics, prevalence, and impact of 
cyberbullying on college students at an urban research university in the South. The 
following research questions guided the research: 
1. What are the characteristics of cyberbullying among undergraduate 
college students at an urban research institution of higher education? 
2. How prevalent is cyberbullying among undergraduate college students 
at an urban research institution of higher education?  
3. What is the impact of cyberbullying on undergraduate college students 
at an urban research institution of higher education? 
 The previous chapter presented the results for Research Question 1. This 
chapter will present the results for Research Questions 2 and 3. 
Research Question Two 
Research Question 2 was “How prevalent is cyberbullying among 
undergraduate college students at an urban research institution of higher education?” 










Table 16  
Questionnaire Questions Related to Research Question 2 
Questionnaire Question # Question 
Questionnaire Question 4 Have you ever been Cyberbullied at the 
university? 
Questionnaire Question 5 Within the past six months, how often were you 
Cyberbullied at the university? 
Questionnaire Question 6 How long were you Cyberbullied at the 
university? 
Questionnaire Question 13 Are you aware of Cyberbullying that occurred at 
the university based on the following categories? 









Questionnaire Question 4 asked the survey participants whether they have 
been cyberbullied since enrolling at the university. Table 17 shows the descriptive 













Responses to Questionnaire Question 4 
Category Group Participants Percentage 
Gender Male n = 39 29.3% 
 Female n = 93 70% 
 Prefer not to say n = 1 .7% 
Age 18 n = 30 22.5% 
 19 n = 11 8% 
 20 n = 22 16.5% 
 21 n = 18 14% 
 22 n = 30 22.5% 
 23 n = 14 10.5% 
 24 n = 8 6% 
Year in School Freshman n = 40 30% 
 Sophomore n = 18 14% 
 Junior n = 29 22% 




The participants were asked whether they had been cyberbullied since enrolling at the 
university. Of the 133 participants who answered this question 39 were male, 93 were 
female and one preferred not to indicate whether they were male or female. Eighty-
two percent of the participants indicated that they had not been cyberbullied since 





indicated that they were not sure if they had been cyberbullied since enrolling at the 
university. A One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) statistical test was performed. 
Levene’s Statistic was utilized to test whether the assumption of homogeneity of 
variances was met. The Sig. value of .006 was less than alpha value of .05. Thus, the 
test for homogeneity of variances was not met where F(2, 42)  =  7.701, p = .006.  
The ANOVA table (Appendix G, p. 287) was examined to test for differences 
between the groups however because the assumptions underlying use of analysis of 
variance was not met the results of the ANOVA table were not used.	  	  
 Data on the ages of the participants who indicated that they had been 
cyberbullied since enrolling at the university was gathered. Table 17 above indicates 
the ages of the participants who answered this question with the participants aged 18 
(22.5%) and 22 (22.5%) having the highest responses. A One-way Analysis of 
Variance (ANOVA) statistical test was performed. Levene’s Statistic was utilized to 
test whether the assumption of homogeneity of variances was met. The Sig. value of 
.015 was less than alpha value of .05. Thus, the test for homogeneity of variances was 
not met where F(6, 126)  =  2.749, p = .015. The ANOVA table (Appendix G, p. 289) 
was examined to test for differences between the groups however because the 
assumptions underlying use of analysis of variance was not met the results of the 
ANOVA table were not used.	   
 Data on the year in school of the participants who indicated that they had been 
cyberbullied since enrolling at the university was gathered. Table 17 above indicates 
the grade level of the participants who answered this question with the participants 





way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) statistical test was performed. Levene’s Statistic 
was utilized to test whether the assumption of homogeneity of variances was met. The 
Sig. value of .068 was greater than alpha value of .05. Thus, the test for homogeneity 
of variances was met where F(3, 128)  =  2.433, p = .068. The ANOVA table 
(Appendix G, p. 290) was examined to test for differences between the groups. The 
Sig. value of .251 was greater than alpha value of .05 indicating that there is not a 
difference between the groups based on year in school and the difference is not 
statistically significant where F(3, 128)  =  1.383, p >.05. 
Questionnaire Question 5 asked the participants within the past six months, 
how often they were cyberbullied at the university. Table 18 shows the descriptive 


















Responses to Questionnaire Question 5 
Category Group Participants Percentage 
Gender Male n = 2 8.3% 
 Female n = 22 91.7% 
Age 18 n = 3 12.5% 
 19 n = 3 12.5% 
 20 n = 3 12.5% 
 21 n = 6 25% 
 22 n = 7 29.2% 
 23 n = 0 0% 
 24 n = 2 8.3% 
Year in School Freshman n = 6 25% 
 Sophomore n = 6 25% 
 Junior n = 5 20.8% 




The participants were asked within the past six months, how often they were 
cyberbullied at the university. Twenty-four answered this question. Sixteen (67%) 
said none, 7 (29%) indicated they were cyberbullied between 1-3 times per week, 1 
(4%) indicated they were cyberbullied between 4-6 times per week, none indicated 





were cyberbullied greater than 10 times per week. Of the 24 participants, the majority 
(91.7%) were female. 
A One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) statistical test was performed. 
Levene’s Statistic was utilized to test whether the assumption of homogeneity of 
variances was met. The Sig. value of .053 was greater than alpha value of .05. Thus, 
the test for homogeneity of variances was met where F(1, 22)  =  4.193, p = .053. The 
ANOVA table (Appendix G, p. 292) was examined to test for differences between the 
groups. The Sig. value of .110 was greater than alpha value of .05 indicating that 
there is not a difference between the groups of males and females and the difference 
is not statistically significant where F(1, 22)  =  2.768, p >.05. 
Data was gathered on the ages of the participants who indicated how often 
they had been cyberbullied within the past six months at the university. Table 18 
above indicates the ages of the participants who answered this question with the 
participants aged 21 (25%) and 22 (29.2%) having the highest responses. A One-way 
Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) statistical test was performed. Levene’s Statistic was 
utilized to test whether the assumption of homogeneity of variances was met. The 
Sig. value of .00 was less than alpha value of .05. Thus, the test for homogeneity of 
variances was not met where F(5, 18) =  12.346, p<.001. The ANOVA table 
(Appendix G, p. 294) was examined to test for differences between the groups 
however because the assumptions underlying use of analysis of variance was not met 
the results were not used.	   
Data was gathered on the year in school of the participants who indicated that 





grade level of the participants who answered this question having the highest 
responses was Seniors (29.2%). A One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) 
statistical test was performed. Levene’s Statistic was utilized to test whether the 
assumption of homogeneity of variances was met. The Sig. value of .072 was greater 
than alpha value of .05. Thus, the test for homogeneity of variances was met where 
F(3, 20)  =  2.719, p = .072. The ANOVA table (Appendix G, p. 295) was examined 
to test for differences between the groups. The Sig. value of .439 was greater than 
alpha value of .05 indicating that there is not a difference between the groups based 
on year in school and the difference is not statistically significant where F(3, 20)  =  
.942, p >.05. 
Questionnaire Question 6 asked the participants how long they were 
cyberbullied at the university. Table 19 shows the descriptive statistics of the 
















Responses to Questionnaire Question 6 
Category Group Participants Percentage 
Gender Male n = 2 28.5% 
 Female n = 5 71.5% 
Age 18 n = 1 14.3% 
 19 n = 3 42.8% 
 20 n = 2 28.6% 
 21 n = 0 0% 
 22 n = 1 14.3% 
 23 n = 0 0% 
 24 n = 0 0% 
Year in School Freshman n = 3 42.8% 
 Sophomore n = 1 14.3% 
 Junior n = 1 14.3% 




The participants were asked how long they were cyberbullied at the 
university. Seven participants answered this question. Two (29%) indicated they were 
cyberbullied less than 1 week, 2 indicated (29%) they were cyberbullied less than 1 
month, 3 (42%) indicated they were cyberbullied between 6 months to 1 year and 





Of the 7 participants, the majority (71.5 %) were female. A One-way Analysis 
of Variance (ANOVA) statistical test was performed. Levene’s Statistic was utilized 
to test whether the assumption of homogeneity of variances was met. The Sig. value 
of .318 was greater than alpha value of .05. Thus, the test for homogeneity of 
variances was met where F(1, 5) =  1.231, p = .318. The ANOVA table (Appendix G, 
p. 296) was examined to test for differences between the groups. The Sig. value of 
.817 was greater than alpha value of .05 indicating that there is not a difference 
between the groups of males and females and the difference is not statistically 
significant where F(1, 5)  =  .060, p >.05. 
Data was gathered on the ages of the participants who indicated how long they 
had been cyberbullied at the university. Table 19 above indicates the ages of the 
participants who answered this question having the highest responses were aged 19 
(42.8). A One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) statistical test was performed. 
Levene’s Statistic was utilized to test whether the assumption of homogeneity of 
variances was met. The Sig. value of .724 was greater than alpha value of .05. Thus, 
the test for homogeneity of variances was met where F(1, 3)  =  .150, p = .724. The 
ANOVA table (Appendix G, p. 298) was examined to test for differences between the 
groups. The Sig. value of .519 was greater than alpha value of .05 indicating that 
there is not a difference between the groups based on ages and the difference is not 
statistically significant where F(3, 3)  =  .943, p >.05. 
Data was gathered on the year in school of the participants who indicated that 
the length of time they had been cyberbullied. Table 19 above indicates the grade 





were Freshman (42.8%). A One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) statistical test 
was performed. Levene’s Statistic was utilized to test whether the assumption of 
homogeneity of variances was met. The Sig. value of .268 was greater than alpha 
value of .05. Thus, the test for homogeneity of variances was met where F(1, 3)  =  
1.838, p = .268. The ANOVA table (Appendix G, p. 300) was examined to test for 
differences between the groups. The Sig. value of .690 was greater than alpha value 
of .05 indicating that there is not a difference between the groups based on year in 
school and the difference is not statistically significant where F(3, 3)  =  .534, p >.05. 
Questionnaire Question 13 asked the participants to indicate whether they 
were aware of cyberbullying that occurred at the university based on the categories of 
gender, race, sexual orientation, socioeconomic class or another category which they 
could indicate the category. Seventy-five participants answered this question. The 
participants could choose from categories of gender, race, sexual orientation, 
socioeconomic class or other and could check all categories that applied. Of the 75 
participants that answered, 60% indicated that they were aware of cyberbullying 
occurring at the university based on gender, 71% indicated that they were aware of 
cyberbullying occurring at the university based on race, 75% indicated that they were 
aware of cyberbullying occurring at the university based on sexual orientation, 51% 
indicated that they were aware of cyberbullying occurring at the university based on 
socioeconomic class. The participants had the opportunity to indicate other categories 
and 16% answered this question and wrote in that “people are even bullied about the 
vehicles they drive,” “gender identity,” “literally any reason at all,” “greek or no 





abusive boyfriend and pregnant girl’s roommate and friends,” “relationships, families 
(children),” and “no cyberbullying, but people often make fun of foreign 
T[eaching]A[assistant]’s [TA’s]. The only solution there is less foreign TA’s. Why 
are we so concerned about cyber bullying in particular? I don’t see how it differs 
from any other type of communication. The only difference is if it happens on 
University sanctioned email, but that gives you no right to look at our email, if you’re 
looking for an excuse to do that.” 
The following Tables 20-23 show the descriptive statistics of the 
demographics of the sample of Questionnaire Question 13 based on the categories of 



















Awareness of Cyberbullying Based on Gender 
Category Group Participants Percentage 
Gender Male n = 12 26.7% 
 Female n = 33 73.3% 
Age 18 n = 7 15.6% 
 19 n = 5 11.1% 
 20 n = 5 11.1% 
 21 n = 9 20% 
 22 n = 10 22.2% 
 23 n = 7 15.6% 
 24 n = 2 4.4% 
Year in School Freshman n = 9 20% 
 Sophomore n = 6 13.3% 
 Junior n = 11 24.4% 















Awareness of Cyberbullying Based on Race 
Category Group Participants Percentage 
Gender Male n = 13 24.5% 
 Female n = 40 75.5% 
Age 18 n = 10 18.9% 
 19 n = 7 13.2% 
 20 n = 9 16.9% 
 21 n = 10 18.9% 
 22 n = 8 15.1% 
 23 n = 7 13.2% 
 24 n = 2 3.8% 
Year in School Freshman n = 13 24.5% 
 Sophomore n = 11 20.8% 
 Junior n = 13 24.5% 















Awareness of Cyberbullying Based on Sexual Orientation 
Category Group Participants Percentage 
Gender Male n = 13 23.2% 
 Female n = 43 76.8% 
Age 18 n = 12 21.4% 
 19 n = 8 14.3% 
 20 n = 8 14.3% 
 21 n = 9 16.1% 
 22 n = 12 21.4% 
 23 n = 6 10.7% 
 24 n = 1 1.8% 
Year in School Freshman n = 16 28.6% 
 Sophomore n = 9 16.1% 
 Junior n = 13 23.2% 















Awareness of Cyberbullying Based on Socioeconomic Class 
Category Group Participants Percentage 
Gender Male n = 10 26.3% 
 Female n = 28 73.7% 
Age 18 n = 6 15.8% 
 19 n = 4 10.5% 
 20 n = 8 21.1% 
 21 n = 6 15.8% 
 22 n = 7 18.4% 
 23 n = 5 13.1% 
 24 n = 2 5.3% 
Year in School Freshman n = 7 18.4% 
 Sophomore n = 7 18.4% 
 Junior n = 9 23.7% 




For this question, the One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) statistical test 
was performed. In each case, the results were not usable because the test of 
homogeneity of variances and ANOVA could not be performed since groups with 







Research Question Three 
Research Question 3 was “What is the impact of cyberbullying on 
undergraduate college students at an urban research institution of higher education?” 
The following Questionnaire Questions applied to Research Question 3. 
 
Table 24 
Questionnaire Questions Related to Research Question Three 
Questionnaire Question # Question 
 
Question 9 How did the experience of Cyberbullying at the 






-I wanted to withdraw from school 
-other feeling- please describe 
 
Question 10 How did the experience of Cyberbullying 
impact your life? Please describe. 
 
Question 16 Overall at my university I think Cyberbullying 
is: 
-not a problem at all 
-a minor problem 
-a common problem 
-a major problem 
-worse than face-to-face bullying 




Questionnaire Question 9 asked the survey participants how the experience of 





to them. Table 25 shows the descriptive statistics of the demographics of the sample 
of Questionnaire Question 9. 
 
Table 25 
Responses to Questionnaire Question 9 
Response Participants Percentage 
Sad n = 3 43% 
Scared n = 3 43% 
Angry n = 4 57% 
Suicidal n = 3 43% 
Hurt n = 4 57% 
I wanted to 
withdraw from 
school 
n = 2 29% 
Other feeling- 
please describe 




Seven participants responded to Questionnaire Question 9. The highest 
responses to Questionnaire Question 9 were that the participants felt angry (57%) and 
hurt (57%). Other feelings written in by participants were that “bullying came from 
position and decisions made in position. Feeling is indifferent because it comes 
witht[sic] the territory,” and “angry at first, but don’t really care now. They’re 
probably in jail by now.”  
For this question, the One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) statistical test 
(Appendix G, pp. 260-275) was performed. In this case, the results were not usable 
because the test of homogeneity of variances and ANOVA could not be performed 
since groups with only one case were ignored and results were not computed. 
Questionnaire Question 10 asked the survey participants how the experience 





written responses to this question. Five participants responded to this question. Two 
of the comments were incomplete but the complete responses were “I considered 
dropping out,” “It was minor,” and “It made it harder to concentrate on my studies 
and involvement.” 
Questionnaire Question 16 asked the survey participants of their overall view 
of cyberbullying at the university. One hundred three participants responded to 
question 16. Table 26 shows the descriptive statistics of the demographics of the 
sample of Questionnaire Question 16. 
 
Table 26 
Responses to Questionnaire Question 16 
Response Participants Percentage 
Not a problem at all n = 18 17% 
A minor problem n = 44 43% 
A common problem n = 18 17% 
A major problem n = 6 6% 
Worse than face-to-
face bullying 
n = 8 8% 
Same as face-to-
face bullying 
n = 9 9% 
 
 
The highest response to Questionnaire Question 16 was that the participants 
viewed cyberbullying as a minor problem (43%). For this question, the One-way 










Responses Regarding Participants View of Cyberbullying at the University 
Category Group Participants Percentage 
 
Gender Male n = 31 30.1% 
 Female n = 72 69.9% 
Age 18 n = 22 21.3% 
 19 n = 9 8.7% 
 20 n = 21 20.4% 
 21 n = 14 13.6% 
 22 n = 21 20.4% 
 23 n = 12 11.7% 
 24 n = 4 3.9% 
Year in School Freshman n = 27 26.5% 
 Sophomore n = 15 14.7% 
 Junior n = 24 23.5% 




Of the 103 participants that responded, the majority (69.9%) were female. A 
One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) statistical test was performed. Levene’s 
Statistic was utilized to test whether the assumption of homogeneity of variances was 
met. The Sig. value of .726 was greater than alpha value of .05. Thus, the test for 





table (Appendix G, p. 283) was examined to test for differences between the groups. 
The Sig. value of .962 was greater than alpha value of .05 indicating that there is not a 
difference between the groups of males and females and the difference is not 
statistically significant where F(1, 101)  =  .002, p >.05. 
 Data on the ages of the participants who indicated their views of 
cyberbullying at the university was gathered. Table 27 above indicates the ages of the 
participants who answered this question with the participants aged 18 (21.3%), 20 
(20.4%), and 22 (20.4%) having the highest responses. A One-way Analysis of 
Variance (ANOVA) statistical test was performed. Levene’s Statistic was utilized to 
test whether the assumption of homogeneity of variances was met. The Sig. value of 
.320 was greater than alpha value of .05. Thus, the test for homogeneity of variances 
was met where F(6, 96)  =  1.187, p = .320. The ANOVA table (Appendix G, p. 285) 
was examined to test for differences between the groups. The Sig. value of .180 was 
greater than alpha value of .05 indicating that there is not a difference between the 
groups based on ages and the difference is not statistically significant where F(6, 96)  
=  1.519, p >.05. 
 Data on the year in school of the participants who indicated their views of 
cyberbullying at the university was gathered. The table above indicates that Seniors 
(35.3%) had the highest responses. A One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) 
statistical test was performed. Levene’s Statistic was utilized to test whether the 
assumption of homogeneity of variances was met. The Sig. value of .373 was greater 
than alpha value of .05. Thus, the test for homogeneity of variances was met where 





to test for differences between the groups. The Sig. value of .700 was greater than 
alpha value of .05 indicating that there is not a difference between the groups based 
on year in school and the difference is not statistically significant where F(3, 98)  =  
.476, p >.05. 
Chapter Summary 
Chapter 5 summarized the results of the data gathered from an electronic 
online questionnaire with 18 questions administered to randomly selected 
undergraduate college students to collect quantitative data. The questions were 
designed to provide insight into the Research Questions and this chapter discussed 
results for Research Question 3 and Research Question 3: (2) How prevalent is 
cyberbullying among undergraduate college students at an urban research institution 
of higher education?; and (3) What is the impact of cyberbullying on undergraduate 
college students at an urban research institution of higher education? The next chapter 







Discussions, Implications, and Conclusions 
 The previous two chapters addressed the results of this study on cyberbullying 
in higher education. From the results, it becomes clear that cyberbullying is deeply 
permeated into higher education. In particular, undergraduate students tend to utilize 
new technology to negatively affect bullying victims. This final chapter of the 
dissertation presents a summary of the study and conclusions drawn from the results 
of the data analysis presented in Chapter 4 and Chapter 5. This chapter will address 
the following sections: Summary of the Study, Discussions, and Implications. 
Summary of the Study 
Overview of the Problem 
Cyberbullying does not end after high school and it continues in college. The 
expansion of the use of electronic technology provides an environment for bullies to 
exploit victims using technologies such as computers, the Internet and mobile 
telephones to target victims (Manuel, 2011). While college students have been 
tragically impacted by cyberbullying (e.g., Rutgers University student Tyler Clementi 
committing suicide), the research on cyberbullying in higher education is less prolific 
than research regarding cyberbullying in K-12 schools. Due to tragic incidents and 
the growing problems of cyberbullying and use of electronic technology on college 
campuses, institutions are scrambling to understand the impact of cyberbullying on 
the digital native generation now in college. Education and awareness of the problem 






Purpose Statement and Research Questions 
The purpose of this research was to examine cyberbullying in the context of 
higher education to reveal the characteristics, prevalence, and impact of cyberbullying 
on college students at an urban research university in the South. The following 
Research Questions guided the research: 
1. What are the characteristics of cyberbullying among undergraduate 
college students at an urban research institution of higher education? 
2. How prevalent is cyberbullying among undergraduate college students 
at an urban research institution of higher education?  
3. What is the impact of cyberbullying on undergraduate college students 
at an urban research institution of higher education? 
Review of the Methodology 
The methodology used in this study to examine cyberbullying among 
undergraduate college students at an urban research institution was survey research 
and the method used to gather data was a questionnaire. Survey research was chosen 
because it provides a quantitative description of trends by studying a sample of the 
population (Creswell, 2009). An online questionnaire with 18 questions was 
administered to 3,000 randomly selected undergraduate college students to collect 
quantitative data. The questionnaire was designed to answer the Research Questions 
regarding the characteristics, prevalence, and impact of cyberbullying among 
undergraduate college students at an institution of higher education (see Appendix A).  
Of the 3,000 students in the sample of the study population, 140 responded to 





did not agree to participate in the study. Thus the study included 134 participants. The 
study participants were overwhelmingly female (70%). The participants were 
primarily age 18 (22%) and 22 (22%). The year in school correlated to their ages with 
the participants primarily Seniors (34%) and Freshman (30%).   In addition since 
enrolling at the university, 12% of the participants indicated they had been 
cyberbullied, 6% were not sure whether they had been cyberbullied and 82% 
indicated that they had not been cyberbullied. Walker et al. (2011) discussed the 
concept of legitimizing myths which is when students accept undesirable behaviors 
that occur online and do not consider them cyberbullying. Six percent of the 
participants in this study were not sure if they had been cyberbullied. These 
participants (6%) may have experienced some form of bullying but were unable to 
classify it as cyberbullying or perhaps they have legitimized the behavior as 
acceptable in an online social environment. Thus if you include these participants in 
the total then 18% of the participants were cyberbullied which indicates that the 
problem continues and may be growing. The following discussion will address 
findings related to the three Research Questions. 
Discussions 
Research Question One  
The first Research Question for this study was: What are the characteristics of 
cyberbullying among undergraduate college students at an urban research institution 
of higher education? The purpose of this Research Question was to examine the 
characteristics of cyberbullying indicated by the study participants. They indicated 





This study showed that 57% of the participants (n = 4) indicated that they knew who 
cyberbullied them and 43% (n = 3) indicated they had an idea of who cyberbullied 
them but they did not know for sure. In contrast to this study, a 2010 study of 439 
college students from a mid-sized Midwestern university, 38% of students reported 
knowing someone who had been cyberbullied, 22% reported having been 
cyberbullied and about 9% reported cyberbullying someone else (MacDonald & 
Roberts-Pittman, 2010). When asked if they could identify the person who 
cyberbullied them as a friend, ex-friend, boyfriend, girlfriend, ex-boyfriend, ex-
girlfriend, stranger/unknown, known adult, professor, university staff member or 
other person, the participants of this study most frequently answered that they were 
cyberbullied by another student (67%, n = 4) or a stranger (50%, n = 3).  
Another characteristic of cyberbullying at the institution under study was that 
the type of actions most frequently performed by cyberbullies were (1) looking at 
their cell phone, (2) reading their emails, (3) gossiping online, (4) making fun of 
others online, and (5) calling people mean names online. This result relates to the 
response that the participants knew who cyberbullied them (57%, n = 4) because if 
someone is looking at their cell phone or reading their emails, it is likely these actions 
were performed either in their presence or in a manner in which they could identify 
who performed that action.  
Another characteristic of cyberbullying examined by the study was the 
method used to cyberbully at the institution.  The participants were asked to identify 
whether they were aware of the following methods used to cyberbully: texting, instant 





four responses chosen by the participants as methods used to cyberbully were 
Facebook, Twitter, cellphone, and texting. In the 2010 MacDonald and Roberts-
Pittman study, the sources used to cyberbully include social networking sites (25%), 
text messages (21.2%), email messages (16.1%), instant messages (13.2%), writing in 
a chat room (9.9%) and posting on a website (6.8%) (MacDonald & Roberts-Pittman, 
2010). Similarly to the MacDonald and Roberts-Pittman study, social networking 
sites were chosen as top methods used to cyberbully which is consistent with the 
MacDonald and Roberts-Pittman study.   
Still another characteristic examined was whether the participants were 
involved in cyberbullying. The majority (98%, n = 98) of the participants in this 
study indicated that they had not ever sent a harmful, cruel, or false message or image 
to someone else at the university. Social Dominance Theory may be used to 
understand the phenomenon of bullying (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). This theory 
divides groups into categories such as age, gender and arbitrary groups that have 
access to items of positive and negative social value. This study examined 
cyberbullying based on the independent variables of age, gender, and year in school. 
While most students (98%) indicated that they did not send a harmful, cruel, or false 
message or image to someone else at the university, the three who did they had 
different characteristics. For example, of the three who indicated they had sent a 
harmful, cruel, or false message or image to someone else at the university, one was 
age 20, male, and a Sophomore, one was age 19, female, and a Freshman and the 
other was age 22, male and a Senior.  Based on the low response rate of participants 





else at the university the results can not conclusively determine whether the Social 
Dominance Theory can be used to explain the phenomenon of cyberbullying among 
college students. 
Walker et al. (2011) studied 120 undergraduate students at a mid-western 
university and 54 of the students indicated that they knew someone who had been 
cyberbullied (Walker et al., 2011). In the Walker et al. study, cyberbullying was 
described as “sending tokens of affection (33%); sending excessively ‘needy’ or 
demanding messages (30%); pretending to be someone he or she wasn’t (34%); and 
‘friending’ in order to obtain personal information (31%)” (Walker et al., 2011, p. 
35). In this study, the three participants who indicated that they had sent a harmful, 
cruel, or false message or image to someone else at the university indicated it was 
done to get back at someone. In contrast to the Walker et al., this study found that the 
main reason the participants indicated they cyberbullied was for revenge, i.e., to get 
back at someone for something they did. While over 30% of respondents in the 
Walker et al. study indicated that they had received an undesirable and obsessive 
communication, only 11% of them indicated that they had been cyberbullied which is 
consistent with this study which found that 12% of the participants indicated that they 
had been cyberbullied.  
Research Question Two  
The second Research Question focused on the prevalence of cyberbullying in 
higher education: How prevalent is cyberbullying among undergraduate college 
students at an urban research institution of higher education? Twelve percent of the 





university and 6% (n = 8) indicated that they were not sure whether or not they had 
been cyberbullied since enrolling at the university. If these two responses are 
combined, 18% of the participants have had an interaction that may be a 
cyberbullying incident while enrolled at the university. Englander et al. (2009) 
researched the frequency and nature of online interactions of college students 
including bullying and harassing behaviors. They found that 8% of respondents 
reported being cyberbullied via instant messaging in college and 3% of respondents 
reported cyberbullying others in college (Englander et al., 2009). This study found a 
higher percentage (12%) of the college students reported being cyberbullied than in 
the 2009 Englander et al. study. 
Most of the participants (67%, n = 16) had not been bullied within the past six 
months at the university. Of those cyberbullied, 29% of the participants indicated that 
they had been cyberbullied between 1-3 times per week which is fairly frequent. The 
average duration of cyberbullying at the university was between six months and one 
year with 42% of the participants indicating they had been cyberbullied for this time 
period. Cyberbullying at the institution under study was fairly frequent and for a 
fairly long duration. Finally, for the participants in this study, cyberbullying was most 
likely to occur based on someone’s sexual orientation (75%, n = 56) and race (71%, n 
= 53). The relevant literature has not specifically addressed the impact of 
cyberbullying in higher education based on sexual orientation or race and further 








Research Question Three  
The third Research Question examined the impact of cyberbullying in higher 
education: What is the impact of cyberbullying on undergraduate college students at 
an urban research institution of higher education? The participants were asked how 
cyberbullying made them feel. They could choose from the responses of sad, scared, 
angry, suicidal, hurt, wanted to withdraw from school or they could write in how they 
felt. The responses chosen by the highest number of participants was that 
cyberbullying made them feel angry (57%, n = 7) and hurt (57%, n = 4). In a study 
from Indiana State University Gilroy (2013) indicated that 22% of college students 
reported being cyberbullied. The results from this study are similar to the results 
found in the Gilroy study since approximately 18% of the participants may have been 
cyberbullied while at the urban research institution. According to Gilroy, 
cyberbullying can be more devastating on a student than traditional bullying because 
the harmful or false information shared online can be communicated to a wider 
audience and the sender of the information may be anonymous (Gilroy, 2013). The 
participants in this study indicated that cyberbullying did impact them because it 
made them feel angry (57%) and hurt (57%). They also indicated that they considered 
dropping out because of cyberbullying or it made it harder for them to concentrate on 
their studies. These impacts can be fairly devastating consequences for a college 
student. Additionally, 23% of the participants of this study indicated that 
cyberbullying is a common or major problem and 17% of participants of this study 





The participants were also asked to describe how the experience of 
cyberbullying at the university impacted their life. They were able to write in their 
responses. Only five participants wrote in comments which included “I considered 
dropping out,” “It was minor,” and “It made it harder to concentrate on my studies 
and involvement.” The participants were also asked whether they thought 
cyberbullying was a problem at the university and most responded (43%) that they 
thought cyberbullying was a minor problem at the university. However if you 
combine the responses that cyberbullying is a common problem or major problem, 
23% of the participants indicated that cyberbullying is a common or major problem 
resulting in 66% of the participants indicating cyberbullying is a minor, common or 
major problem. In addition, 17% of participants indicated that cyberbullying was the 
same or worse than face-to-face bullying.  
Thirty-nine percent of the participants agreed and 29% of the participants 
strongly agreed that the university should take actions to prevent cyberbullying. Thus 
of the 103 participants who answered this question 68% felt that the university should 
take actions to prevent cyberbullying on campus. This study provides further support 
that cyberbullying is a problem in higher education that cannot be ignored. 
Implications 
Implications of the Research 
This study provides additional data on the problem of cyberbullying in 
college. This study confirms prior research that cyberbullying occurs in higher 





and awareness of the problem of cyberbullying to college students and university 
officials.  
Additional research should be performed on cyberbullying that occurs at 
institutions of higher education. This research confirms that cyberbullying is 
prevalent among undergraduate students however, the research did not address 
cyberbullying among graduate students. Further research should be undertaken to 
determine whether graduate students experience cyberbullying and the similarities 
and differences in cyberbullying experienced by graduate versus undergraduate 
students. 
Another area to research is workplace cyberbullying. Academic freedoms and 
the ability to more freely express varying views at institutions of higher education 
may provide an environment where cyberbullying flourishes. More particularly 
researchers should explore cyberbullying that may occur among faculty, staff and 
other administrators at institutions of higher education. Workplace cyberbullying may 
or may not be manifested similarly to student cyberbullying such as via email 
communications, cell phone usage, or Facebook pages. However, employees may be 
more reluctant to report cyberbullying for fear of retribution or job loss. Research is 
needed to examine the extent of cyberbullying in the workplace and to develop anti-
cyberbullying policies. 
Implications for the Practice 
The last question of the questionnaire asked the participants in the study 
whether the university should take actions to prevent cyberbullying. The participants 





This research has implications for teaching in an online environment. In an 
online environment professors have the ability to set expectations regarding 
appropriate interactions online. In addition, these teachers can monitor online 
behavior and take actions if student display bullying and/or cyberbullying behaviors.  
The data from this research informs higher education administrators and 
public safety officials regarding the characteristics, prevalence, and impact of 
cyberbullying so that they can develop policies and procedures, such as anti-bullying 
and anti-cyberbullying policies, that may deter cyberbullying on college campuses 
and plan for the safety and welfare of the students.  
Recommendations for Further Research 
States have endeavored to enact laws against cyberbullying. To date, 18 states 
have provisions to address cyberbullying compared to 49 states that have provisions 
to address bullying (Hinduja & Patchin, 2013). The one state that does not have laws 
against bullying is Montana (Hinduja & Patchin, 2013). The state laws primarily 
focus on cyberbullying that occurs on campus at the K-12 level. While the states 
(except one) have laws against bullying and 18 have laws against cyberbullying, to 
date, federal laws have not been enacted to prevent cyberbullying (Hinduja & 
Patchin, 2013). 
Federal laws do not directly address cyberbullying (Wegman, 2013). 
However, a number of federal statues address certain aspects of cyberbullying. For 
example, federal statute 18 USC §875(c) makes it a federal crime to transmit in 
interstate commerce communications that include threats to kidnap or injure another 





cyberbullying victims if they receive a threat and know who was threatening them 
which may not be true for cyberbullying victims. In addition, federal statute 47 USC 
§223 makes it a federal crime to use the telephone or telecommunications device to 
annoy, abuse or threaten another (Telecommunications Act, 2013). This statute can be 
used if a cyberbullying victim is annoyed or threatened by another however it does 
not address the posting of public messages that harm a victim. Still another federal 
statute 18 USC §2425 makes it a federal crime to use interstate commerce to 
knowingly communicate with any person with intent to solicit or entice a child into 
unlawful sexual activity (Crimes and Criminal Procedures Act, 2013). This statute 
addresses harassment that includes sexual activity but does not address harassment in 
a situation that does not involve a child or sexual activity.  
While each of these federal statutes potentially address an aspect of 
cyberbullying, none of them fully address all aspects of cyberbullying when it 
involves “[s]ending or posting harmful or cruel text or [false] images using the 
Internet or other digital communication devices” to harm a victim (MacDonald & 
Roberts-Pittman, 2010, p. 2004). Future research should study policies and 
procedures in place at institutions of higher education to determine if they have kept 
pace with evolving state and federal laws or whether in the absence of laws 
institutions have crafted their own policies and procedures to prevent or reduce the 
likelihood of cyberbullying incidents.  
Additional research should also study in greater detail why college students 
are more likely cyberbullied based on sexual orientation and race. In addition, future 





whether these serve as a deterrent to cyberbullying at those institutions, and the 
differences experienced between undergraduate students and graduate students. 
Further research should also examine the methods used by cyberbullying victims to 
cope with their feelings of anger and hurt to determine how to support cyberbullying 
victims.  In addition, future studies should segment the sample population into diverse 
groups to determine whether the diverse groups have similar or different experiences 
with cyberbullying from the participants in this study. 
Concluding Remarks 
 This study confirms that cyberbullying is a problem in college. Approximately 
18% of college students who participated in the study indicated that they were or may 
have been cyberbullied. In the past few years, cyberbullying has occurred on college 
campuses and in some cases has resulted in tragedy. Administrators at institutions of 
higher education must take steps to educate the academic population about the 
characteristics, prevalence and impact of cyberbullying. This study provides useful 
data to guide the development of policies, procedures, and appropriate disciplinary 
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Cyberbullying in Higher Education 
 
Consent to Participate in a Research Study   
WHY DID YOU TWEET THAT? AN EXAMINATION OF 
CYBERBULLYING AMONG UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS AT AN 
URBAN RESEARCH UNIVERSITY 
 
You are being invited to take part in a research study about cyberbullying among 
undergraduate college students. If you volunteer to take part in this study, you will be 
one of at least 200 people to do so. The person in charge of this study is doctoral 
student Edwina T. Washington Lead Investigator, LI of University of Memphis 
Department of Leadership. She is being guided in this research by Dr. Mitsunori 
Misawa.  There may be other people on the research team assisting at different times 
during the study. By doing this study, we hope to learn about the characteristics, 
prevalence, and impact of cyberbullying on undergraduate college students at an 
urban research university. If you are a graduate student you should not participate in 
this study. The research procedures will be conducted via an online survey 
questionnaire. The total amount of time you will be asked to volunteer for this study 
is about 10 minutes.      
 
At the beginning of the questionnaire you will be asked to provide demographic 
information such as your age, gender and year in school. Then you will be asked to 
answer a series of questions regarding your experiences with cyberbullying.    To the 
best of our knowledge, the things you will be doing have no more risk of harm than 
you would experience in everyday life. You may find some questions we ask you to 
be upsetting or stressful.  If so, we can tell you about some people who may be able to 
help you with these feelings. In addition to the risks listed above, you may experience 
a previously unknown risk or side effect.   You will not get any personal benefit from 
taking part in this study; however, the study will potentially be of benefit to the field 
of higher and adult education and society at large.. If you decide to take part in the 
study, it should be because you really want to volunteer.   
 
You will not lose any benefits or rights you would normally have if you choose not to 
volunteer.  You can stop at any time during the study and still keep the benefits and 
rights you had before volunteering. As a student, if you decide not to take part in this 
study, your choice will have no effect on your academic status or grade in any class. 
If you do not want to be in the study, there are no other choices except not to take part 
in the study. There are no costs associated with taking part in the study.      
 
We will make every effort to keep private all research records that identify you to the 
extent allowed by law.  Your information will be combined with information from 
other people taking part in the study. When we write about the study to share it with 
other researchers, we will write about the combined information we have gathered. 





results of this study; however, we will keep your name and other identifying 
information private.      
 
This study is anonymous. That means that no one, not even members of the research 
team, will know that the information you give came from you. If you decide to take 
part in the study you still have the right to decide at any time that you no longer want 
to continue.  You will not be treated differently if you decide to stop taking part in the 
study. The individuals conducting the study may need to withdraw you from the 
study.  This may occur if you are not able to follow the directions given to you or if 
they find that your being in the study is more risk than benefit to you.         
 
Before you decide whether to accept this invitation to take part in the study, if you 
have questions, suggestions, concerns, or complaints about the study, you can contact 
the investigator, Edwina T. Washington at (901) 830-5522.  If you have any questions 
about your rights as a volunteer in this research, contact the Institutional Review 
Board staff at the University of Memphis at 901-678-2705 or via email at 
irb@memphis.edu.      
 
The University of Memphis Counseling Center can be contacted via the web at 
http://www.memphis.edu/cpcc/ if you need to speak with someone regarding any 
concerns regarding your emotional or mental health. If you believe a crime has 
occurred please contact the University of Memphis Police Services at 901-678-HELP 
(4357).       
 
Do you volunteer to participate in this research study? 
m Yes (1) 
m No, thank you for your time (2) 
If No, thank you for your time Is Selected, Then Skip To End of Survey 
 
Please answer each of the following questions as accurately as you can about your 
experience with cyberbullying as an undergraduate college student. All responses are 
completely anonymous. Your participation will improve the understanding of how 
college students are impacted by cyberbullying.   
 
Q1 What is your age? 
m 18 (1) 
m 19 (2) 
m 20 (3) 
m 21 (4) 
m 22 (5) 
m 23 (6) 






Q2 What is your gender? 
m Male (1) 
m Female (2) 
m Prefer not to say (3) 
 
Q3 What is your current grade level at the university? 
m Freshman (1) 
m Sophomore (2) 
m Junior (3) 
m Senior (4) 
 
Please answer the following questions based on this definition of Cyberbullying: 
Sending or posting harmful, cruel or false text messages or images using the Internet 
or other digital communications devices such as a mobile telephone with the intent of 
harming or harassing someone. 
 
Q4 Have you ever been Cyberbullied since enrolling at the university? 
m Yes (1) 
m No (2) 
m Not sure (3) 
 
Q5 Within the past six months, how often were you Cyberbullied at the university? 
m none (1) 
m 1-3 times per week (2) 
m 4-6 times per week (3) 
m 7-10 times per week (4) 
m greater than 10 times per week (5) 
 
Q6 How long were you Cyberbullied at the university? 
m Less than one week (1) 
m Less than one month (2) 
m Between six months to one year (3) 
m Greater than one year (4) 
 
Q7 Do you know who Cyberbullied you at the university? 
m Yes (1) 
m No (2) 






Q8 If you know who Cyberbullied you at the university, were they one of the 
following? Select all that apply. 
m friend (1) 
m ex-friend (2) 
m boyfriend (3) 
m girlfriend (4) 
m ex-boyfriend (5) 
m ex-girlfriend (6) 
m stranger/unknown (7) 
m known adult (8) 
m professor (9) 
m university staff member (10) 
m another student (11) 
m other person - please describe (12) ____________________ 
 
Q9 How did the experience of Cyberbullying at the university make you feel? Check 
all that apply. 
m Sad (1) 
m Scared (2) 
m Angry (3) 
m Suicidal (4) 
m Hurt (5) 
m I wanted to withdraw from school (6) 
m Other feeling - please describe (7) ____________________ 
 







Q11 How often do you perceive the following actions occur at the university? Please 
check all that apply. 
 Never (1) Rarely (2) Sometimes 
(3) 























m  m  m  m  m  
Posting 
harassing 
pictures on a 
social media 
site (6) 
m  m  m  m  m  
Unwanted 
sexting (7) m  m  m  m  m  
Reading your 



























rumors or lies 
online (14) 




m  m  m  m  m  
Making fun of 
others online 
(16) 




m  m  m  m  m  
Gossiping 




























Q12 Which of the following methods are you aware of that are used to Cyberbully? 
Check all that apply. 
 Never (1) Rarely (2) Sometimes 
(3) 
Often (4) Very often 
(5) 
Texting (1) m  m  m  m  m  
Instant 
messaging (2) m  m  m  m  m  
Facebook (3) m  m  m  m  m  
Twitter (4) m  m  m  m  m  
Email (5) m  m  m  m  m  
Cellphone (6) m  m  m  m  m  
YouTube (7) m  m  m  m  m  
Other - please 
describe (8) m  m  m  m  m  
 
 
Q13 Are you aware of Cyberbullying that occurred at the university based on the 
following categories? Check all that apply 
m Gender (1) 
m Race (2) 
m Sexual orientation (3) 
m Socioeconomic Class (4) 
m Other - please describe (5) ____________________ 
 
Q14 Have you ever sent a harmful, cruel or false message or image to someone else 
at the university? 
m yes (1) 
m No (2) 
m Prefer not to say (3) 
 
Q15 If you have sent a harmful, cruel or false message or image to someone else at 
the university why did you do it? 
m They are different from you (1) 
m Revenge for being mistreated by others (2) 
m To get back at him/her for something they did (3) 
m Jealousy (4) 
m Just to fun (5) 
m Bored (6) 
m School competition (7) 







Q16 Overall at my university I think Cyberbullying is: 
m Not a problem at all (1) 
m A minor problem (2) 
m A common problem (3) 
m A major problem (4) 
m Worse than face-to-face bullying (5) 
m Same as face-to face bullying (6) 
 
Q17 The university has policies and procedures in place to prevent Cyberbullying. 
m Yes (1) 
m No (2) 
m I don't know (3) 
 
Q18 The university should take actions to prevent Cyberbullying. 
m Strongly disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Neither Agree nor Disagree (3) 
m Agree (4) 
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UNIVERSITY     You are being invited to take part in a research study about 
cyberbullying among undergraduate college students. If you volunteer to take 
part in this study, you will be one of at least 200 people to do so. The person in 
charge of this study is doctoral student Edwina T. Washington Lead 
Investigator, LI of University of Memphis Department of Leadership. She is 
being guided in this research by Dr. Mitsunori Misawa.  There may be other 
people on the research team assisting at different times during the study. By 
doing this study, we hope to learn about the characteristics, prevalence, and 
impact of cyberbullying on undergraduate college students at an urban research 
university. If you are a graduate student you should not participate in this study. 
The research procedures will be conducted via an online survey questionnaire. 
The total amount of time you will be asked to volunteer for this study is about 10 
minutes.     At the beginning of the questionnaire you will be asked to provide 
demographic information such as your age, gender and year in school. Then you 
will be asked to answer a series of questions regarding your experiences with 
cyberbullying. To the best of our knowledge, the things you will be doing have 
no more risk of harm than you would experience in everyday life. You may find 
some questions we ask you to be upsetting or stressful.  If so, we can tell you 
about some people who may be able to help you with these feelings. In addition 
to the risks listed above, you may experience a previously unknown risk or side 
effect. You will not get any personal benefit from taking part in this study; 
however, the study will potentially be of benefit to the field of higher and adult 
education and society at large. If you decide to take part in the study, it should 
be because you really want to volunteer.   You will not lose any benefits or rights 
you would normally have if you choose not to volunteer.  You can stop at any 
time during the study and still keep the benefits and rights you had before 
volunteering. As a student, if you decide not to take part in this study, your 
choice will have no effect on your academic status or grade in any class. If you 
do not want to be in the study, there are no other choices except not to take part 
in the study. There are no costs associated with taking part in the study.     We 
will make every effort to keep private all research records that identify you to 
the extent allowed by law.  Your information will be combined with information 
from other people taking part in the study. When we write about the study to 
share it with other researchers, we will write about the combined information we 
have gathered. You will not be personally identified in these written materials. 
We may publish the results of this study; however, we will keep your name and 
other identifying information private.     This study is anonymous. That means 
that no one, not even members of the research team, will know that the 
information you give came from you. If you decide to take part in the study you 





continue.  You will not be treated differently if you decide to stop taking part in 
the study. The individuals conducting the study may need to withdraw you from 
the study.  This may occur if you are not able to follow the directions given to 
you or if they find that your being in the study is more risk than benefit to 
you.        Before you decide whether to accept this invitation to take part in the 
study, if you have questions, suggestions, concerns, or complaints about the 
study, you can contact the investigator, Edwina T. Washington at (901) 830-
5522.  If you have any questions about your rights as a volunteer in this 
research, contact the Institutional Review Board staff at the University of 
Memphis at 901-678-2705 or via email at irb@memphis.edu.     The University of 
Memphis Counseling Center can be contacted via the web at 
http://www.memphis.edu/cpcc/ if you need to speak with someone regarding any 
concerns regarding your emotional or mental health. If you believe a crime has 
occurred please contact the University of Memphis Police Services at 901-678-
HELP (4357).      Do you volunteer to participate in this research study? 
#	   Answer	   	  	  
	  
Response	   %	  
1	   Yes	   	   	  
	  





	   	  
	  
6	   4%	  
	   Total	   	   140	   100%	  
 
Statistic	   Value	  
Min	  Value	   1	  
Max	  Value	   2	  
Mean	   1.04	  
Variance	   0.04	  
Standard	  Deviation	   0.20	  
Total	  Responses	   140	  
 
2.  What is your age? 
#	   Answer	   	  	  
	  
Response	   %	  
1	   Younger	  than	  18	   	  	  	   0	   0%	  
2	   18	   	   	  
	  
30	   22%	  
3	   19	   	   	  
	  
11	   8%	  
4	   20	   	   	  
	  
22	   16%	  
5	   21	   	   	  
	  
18	   13%	  
6	   22	   	   	  
	  
30	   22%	  
7	   23	   	   	  
	  
14	   10%	  
8	   24	   	   	  
	  
8	   6%	  
9	   Older	  than	  24	   	  	  	   1	   1%	  
	   Total	   	   134	   100%	  
 
Statistic	   Value	  
Min	  Value	   2	  





Mean	   4.64	  
Variance	   3.71	  
Standard	  Deviation	   1.92	  
Total	  Responses	   134	  
 
3.  What is your gender? 
#	   Answer	   	  	  
	  
Response	   %	  
1	   Male	   	   	  
	  
39	   29%	  
2	   Female	   	   	  
	  
93	   70%	  
3	   Prefer	  not	  to	  say	   	  	  	   1	   1%	  
	   Total	   	   133	   100%	  
 
Statistic	   Value	  
Min	  Value	   1	  
Max	  Value	   3	  
Mean	   1.71	  
Variance	   0.22	  
Standard	  Deviation	   0.47	  
Total	  Responses	   133	  
 
4.  What is your current grade level at the university? 
#	   Answer	   	  	  
	  
Response	   %	  
1	   Freshman	   	   	  
	  
40	   30%	  
2	   Sophomore	   	   	  
	  
18	   14%	  
3	   Junior	   	   	  
	  
29	   22%	  
4	   Senior	   	   	  
	  
45	   34%	  
	   Total	   	   132	   100%	  
 
Statistic	   Value	  
Min	  Value	   1	  
Max	  Value	   4	  
Mean	   2.60	  
Variance	   1.54	  
Standard	  Deviation	   1.24	  
Total	  Responses	   132	  
 
5.  Have you ever been Cyberbullied since enrolling at the university? 
#	   Answer	   	  	  
	  
Response	   %	  
1	   Yes	   	   	  
	  
16	   12%	  
2	   No	   	   	  
	  
109	   82%	  
3	   Not	  sure	   	   	  
	  
8	   6%	  
	   Total	   	   133	   100%	  
 
Statistic	   Value	  
Min	  Value	   1	  
Max	  Value	   3	  





Variance	   0.18	  
Standard	  Deviation	   0.42	  
Total	  Responses	   133	  
 
6.  Within the past six months, how often were you Cyberbullied at the 
university? 
#	   Answer	   	  	  
	  
Response	   %	  
1	   none	   	   	  
	  
16	   67%	  
2	   1-­‐3	  times	  per	  week	   	   	  	   7	   29%	  
3	   4-­‐6	  times	  per	  week	   	   	  	   1	   4%	  








0	   0%	  
	   Total	   	   24	   100%	  
 
Statistic	   Value	  
Min	  Value	   1	  
Max	  Value	   3	  
Mean	   1.38	  
Variance	   0.33	  
Standard	  Deviation	   0.58	  
Total	  Responses	   24	  
 
7.  How long were you Cyberbullied at the university? 
#	   Answer	   	  	  
	  
Response	   %	  
1	   Less	  than	  one	  week	   	   	  	   2	   29%	  





	   	  
	  







0	   0%	  
	   Total	   	   7	   100%	  
 
Statistic	   Value	  
Min	  Value	   1	  
Max	  Value	   3	  
Mean	   2.14	  
Variance	   0.81	  
Standard	  Deviation	   0.90	  






8.  Do you know who Cyberbullied you at the university? 
#	   Answer	   	  	  
	  
Response	   %	  
1	   Yes	   	   	  
	  
4	   57%	  
2	   No	   	  	  
	  
0	   0%	  
3	  
I	  have	  an	  
idea	  but	  do	  
not	  know	  
for	  sure	  
	   	  
	  
3	   43%	  
	   Total	   	   7	   100%	  
 
Statistic	   Value	  
Min	  Value	   1	  
Max	  Value	   3	  
Mean	   1.86	  
Variance	   1.14	  
Standard	  Deviation	   1.07	  
Total	  Responses	   7	  
 
9.  If you know who Cyberbullied you at the university, were they one of the 
following? Select all that apply. 
#	   Answer	   	  	  
	  
Response	   %	  
1	   friend	   	   	  
	  
1	   17%	  
2	   ex-­‐friend	   	   	  
	  
1	   17%	  
3	   boyfriend	   	  	  
	  
0	   0%	  
4	   girlfriend	   	  	  
	  
0	   0%	  
5	   ex-­‐boyfriend	   	  	  
	  
0	   0%	  
6	   ex-­‐girlfriend	   	  	  
	  
0	   0%	  
7	   stranger/unknown	   	   	  
	  
3	   50%	  
8	   known	  adult	   	  	  
	  
0	   0%	  
9	   professor	   	  	  
	  
0	   0%	  
10	   university	  staff	  member	   	  	  	   0	   0%	  
11	   another	  student	   	   	  
	  
4	   67%	  
12	   other	  person	  -­‐	  please	  describe	   	   	  	   2	   33%	  
 
other	  person	  -­‐	  please	  describe	  
criminal	  
 
Statistic	   Value	  
Min	  Value	   1	  
Max	  Value	   12	  
Total	  Responses	   6	  
 
10.  How did the experience of Cyberbullying at the university make you feel? 
Check all that apply. 
#	   Answer	   	  	  
	  





1	   Sad	   	   	  
	  
3	   43%	  
2	   Scared	   	   	  
	  
3	   43%	  
3	   Angry	   	   	  
	  
4	   57%	  
4	   Suicidal	   	   	  
	  
3	   43%	  
5	   Hurt	   	   	  
	  
4	   57%	  
6	  
I	  wanted	  to	  
withdraw	  
from	  school	  
	   	  
	  






	   	  
	  
2	   29%	  
 
Other	  feeling	  -­‐	  please	  describe	  
Bullying	  came	  from	  position	  and	  decisions	  made	  in	  position.	  Feeling	  is	  indifferent	  
because	  it	  comes	  witht	  the	  territory	  
Angry	  at	  first,	  but	  don't	  really	  care	  now.	  	  They're	  probably	  in	  jail	  by	  now.	  
 
Statistic	   Value	  
Min	  Value	   1	  
Max	  Value	   7	  
Total	  Responses	   7	  
 
11.  How did the experience of Cyberbullying at the university impact your life? 
Please describe. 
Text	  Response	  
I'm	  used	  to	  cyberbullying,	  but	  this	  has	  made	  me	  just	  wish	  
Not	  often.	  
I	  considered	  dropping	  out	  
It	  was	  minor.	  
It	  made	  it	  harder	  to	  concentrate	  on	  my	  studies	  and	  involvement.	  
 
Statistic	   Value	  
Total	  Responses	   5	  
 
12.  How often do you perceive the following actions occur at the university? 
Please check all that apply. 








































pictures	  on	  a	  
social	  media	  
site	  
44	   14	   27	   14	   3	   102	   2.20	  
7	   Unwanted	  sexting	   47	   17	   16	   15	   8	   103	   2.22	  














































43	   6	   18	   25	   11	   103	   2.56	  
18	   Gossiping	  online	   33	   10	   20	   24	   16	   103	   2.81	  
19	   Isolating	  others	  online	   49	   8	   23	   15	   8	   103	   2.27	  































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































13.  Which of the following methods are you aware of that are used to 
Cyberbully? Check all that apply. 
#	   Question	   Never	   Rarely	   Sometimes	   Often	   Very	  often	  
Total	  
Responses	   Mean	  
1	   Texting	   10	   10	   27	   26	   30	   103	   3.54	  
2	   Instant	  messaging	   15	   21	   23	   21	   23	   103	   3.16	  
3	   Facebook	   8	   4	   19	   34	   36	   101	   3.85	  
4	   Twitter	   8	   5	   24	   31	   33	   101	   3.75	  
5	   Email	   21	   23	   29	   16	   14	   103	   2.80	  
6	   Cellphone	   11	   10	   22	   26	   32	   101	   3.57	  





23	   3	   5	   5	   6	   42	   2.24	  
 
Other	  -­‐	  please	  describe	  
tumblr	  
Scenekids/Emopoint/Meetme	  






Instagram,	  Tumblr,	  SnapChat	  
 



















Value	   1	   1	   1	   1	   1	   1	   1	   1	  






Mean	   3.54	   3.16	   3.85	   3.75	   2.80	   3.57	   2.78	   2.24	  








103	   103	   101	   101	   103	   101	   102	   42	  
 
14.  Are you aware of Cyberbullying that occurred at the university based on the 
following categories? Check all that apply 
#	   Answer	   	  	  
	  
Response	   %	  
1	   Gender	   	   	  
	  
45	   60%	  
2	   Race	   	   	  
	  
53	   71%	  
3	   Sexual	  orientation	   	   	  	   56	   75%	  
4	   Socioeconomic	  Class	   	   	  	   38	   51%	  
5	   Other	  -­‐	  please	  describe	   	   	  	   12	   16%	  
 
Other	  -­‐	  please	  describe	  
not	  aware	  




Literally	  any	  reason	  at	  all.	  
Greek	  or	  no	  
none	  
religion,	  lack	  of	  religion,	  and	  political	  views	  
Fight	  between	  pregnant	  girl's	  abusive	  boyfriend	  and	  pregnant	  girl's	  roommate	  and	  
friends.	  
Relationships,	  families	  (children)	  
No	  cyberbullying,	  but	  people	  often	  make	  fun	  of	  foreign	  TA's.	  	  The	  only	  solution	  there	  is	  
less	  foreign	  TA's.	  	  Why	  are	  we	  so	  concerned	  about	  cyber	  bullying	  in	  particular?	  	  I	  don't	  
see	  how	  it	  differs	  from	  any	  other	  type	  of	  communication.	  	  The	  only	  difference	  is	  if	  it	  
happens	  on	  University	  sanctioned	  email,	  but	  that	  gives	  you	  no	  right	  to	  look	  at	  our	  email,	  
if	  you're	  looking	  for	  an	  excuse	  to	  do	  that.	  
 
Statistic	   Value	  
Min	  Value	   1	  
Max	  Value	   5	  
Total	  Responses	   75	  
 
15.  Have you ever sent a harmful, cruel or false message or image to someone 
else at the university? 
#	   Answer	   	  	  
	  





1	   yes	   	   	  
	  
3	   3%	  
2	   No	   	   	  
	  
98	   96%	  
3	   Prefer	  not	  to	  say	   	  	  	   1	   1%	  
	   Total	   	   102	   100%	  
 
Statistic	   Value	  
Min	  Value	   1	  
Max	  Value	   3	  
Mean	   1.98	  
Variance	   0.04	  
Standard	  Deviation	   0.20	  
Total	  Responses	   102	  
 
16.  If you have ever sent a harmful, cruel or false message or image to someone 
else at the university why did you do it? 
#	   Answer	   	  	  
	  















0	   0%	  
3	  




	   	  
	  
6	   21%	  
4	   Jealousy	   	  	  
	  
0	   0%	  
5	   Just	  to	  fun	   	  	  
	  
0	   0%	  
6	   Bored	   	  	  
	  
0	   0%	  
7	   School	  competition	   	  	  	   0	   0%	  
8	   I	  don't	  know	  why	   	   	  	   1	   3%	  
9	   Other	   	   	  
	  
22	   76%	  
	   Total	   	   29	   100%	  
 
Other	  
i	  have	  never	  
N/A	  
Never	  have	  
I	  have	  never	  sent	  a	  cruel	  message.	  
never	  have	  done	  it	  
Never	  
I	  didn't,	  so	  this	  question	  doesn't	  apply	  to	  me.	  Your	  survey	  needs	  work.	  









Never	  sent	  one	  to	  someone	  at	  the	  university	  
Don't	  do	  that	  
I	  didn't	  
Never	  did	  that	  before	  
 
Statistic	   Value	  
Min	  Value	   3	  
Max	  Value	   9	  
Mean	   7.72	  
Variance	   6.06	  
Standard	  Deviation	   2.46	  
Total	  Responses	   29	  
 
17.  Overall at my university I think Cyberbullying is: 
#	   Answer	   	  	  
	  





	   	  
	  
18	   17%	  
2	   A	  minor	  problem	   	   	  	   44	   43%	  
3	   A	  common	  problem	   	   	  	   18	   17%	  





	   	  
	  





	   	  
	  
9	   9%	  
	   Total	   	   103	   100%	  
 
Statistic	   Value	  
Min	  Value	   1	  
Max	  Value	   6	  
Mean	   2.70	  
Variance	   2.21	  
Standard	  Deviation	   1.49	  
Total	  Responses	   103	  
 
18.  The university has policies and procedures in place to prevent 
Cyberbullying. 
#	   Answer	   	  	  
	  
Response	   %	  
1	   Yes	   	   	  
	  
18	   17%	  
2	   No	   	   	  
	  
7	   7%	  





	   Total	   	   103	   100%	  
 
Statistic	   Value	  
Min	  Value	   1	  
Max	  Value	   3	  
Mean	   2.58	  
Variance	   0.60	  
Standard	  Deviation	   0.77	  
Total	  Responses	   103	  
 
19.  The university should take actions to prevent Cyberbullying. 
#	   Answer	   	  	  
	  
Response	   %	  
1	   Strongly	  disagree	   	   	  	   4	   4%	  
2	   Disagree	   	   	  
	  





	   	  
	  
21	   20%	  
4	   Agree	   	   	  
	  
40	   39%	  
5	   Strongly	  Agree	   	   	  	   30	   29%	  
	   Total	   	   103	   100%	  
 
Statistic	   Value	  
Min	  Value	   1	  
Max	  Value	   5	  
Mean	   3.82	  
Variance	   1.13	  
Standard	  Deviation	   1.06	  
Total	  Responses	   103	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